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By Mr. VINCENT of Kentucky:
H.R.5864. A bill to exempt from the wage=
and-hour provisions of the Falr Labor Stand-
ards Act of 1938 persons employed in tying,
drying, stemming, or stripping tobacco; to
the Committee on Labor.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the BPEAKER: Memorlal of the Legis-
lature of the State of Oklahoma, memorializ-
ing the President and the Congress of the
United States to consider their Senate Reso-
lution No. 7, relative to priority allocation of
materials; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXITI, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. RAMSPECK:

H.R 5865. A bill for the relief of Builders
Bpecialties Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

H.R.5866. A bill for the relief of the city
of Atlanta, Ga.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. BUCELEY of New York:

H.R.6867. A bill for the relief of Silman
Realty Corporation; to the Committee on
Claims.

By Mr LELAND M. FORD:

H.R.5868. A bill granting a pension to
Adelalde E. frieseke; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. KLEIN: :

H.R.5869. A bill for the rellef of Antonino
Valenti; to the Committee on Claims.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred, as follows:

1912. By Mr. TENEROWICZ: Resolution of
the Detroit Municipal Employees Association,
Detroit, Mich., recommending a limit of 6
percent to be placed on profits on defense
awards; to the Committee on Waye and
Means.

1913. By the SPEAKER: Petitlon of the
Southwest District Eiwanis International, Las
Cruces, N. Mex,, petitloning consideration of
their resolution with reference to legislation
for the perpetuation of our timber resources;
to the Committee on Agriculture.

1914. Also, petition of the Veterans of Bel-
leau Wood, United States Marine Brigade,
Inc., New TYork, N. ¥, petitioning con-
sideration of their resolution with referencs
to foreign affairs; to the Committee on For-
elgn Affairs.

1915, Also, petition of the Board of Esti-
mate of the City of New York, petitioning
consideration of their resolution with refer-
ence to House bill 5269, relative to plans and
borings to tunnel between the Boroughs of
Richmond and Brooklyn; to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors.

SENATE

MoxnpAy, OcroBer 20, 1941

(Legislative day of Thursday, October
16, 1941)

The Senate met at 12 o’clock meridian,
on the expiration of the recess.

The Chaplain, Rev. Z&Barney T. Phil-
lips, D. D., offered the following prayer:

O, Truth who art Eternity! And Love
who art Truth! And Eternity who art
Love! Thou art our God before whom we
bend in lowly reverence and in fervent
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gratitude. Thou hast brought us to this
new day with its revelation of Thy faith-
fulness, its duties and responsibilities, its
unknown joys and sorrows, and we look
unto Thee in faith, beseeching Thee to
grant us strength to do the thing that is
nearest and wisdom to guide us in the
doing of it.

In our gladness may we ne'er forget
Thee and in times of doubt and difficulty
may we feel the guiding hand of the
blessed Christ. As the days are swiftly
passing may we fill them with pure
thoughts, kind words and noble deeds,
that when the evening comes we may
know that Thou hast made us for Thy-
self, that there is no rest for us until we
find our rest in Thee. In the dear
Saviour's name we ask it. Amen.

THE JOURNAL

On request of Mr. BargiLey, and by
unanimous consent, the reading of the
Journal of the proceedings of the calen-
dar day of Thursday, October 16, 1941,
was dispensed with, and the Journal was
approved.

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT—
APPROVAL OF BILLS

Messages in writing from the President
of the United States were communicated
to the Senate by Mr. Miller, one of his
secretaries, who also announced that on
October 16, 1941, the President had ap-
proved and signed the following acts:

. B.755. An act for the relief of W. W. Carl-
on;

8. 807. An act for the relief of Eva Mueller;

85.1052. An act relating to the traveling
and subslstence expenses of judges and re-
tired judges of the Court of Claims;

S5.1345. An act to authorizé the sale of
certain Government-owned lands in the Ter-
ritory of Hawail to the Honoluiu Flantation

8.1579. An act to authorize the President
of the United States to requisition property
required for the defense of the United States;

S.1608. An act for the relief of the Neal
Storage Co.;

5. 1649. An act to authorize the payment of
certain claims of employees of the Bureau of
Reclamation arising out of loss of tools de-
stroyed by fire at Parker Dam, Ariz.; and

5.1813. An act for the relief of Harry F.
Baker,

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr, Swanson, one of its
clerks, announced that the House had
passed a joint resolution (H. J. Res. 237)
to repeal section 6 of the Neutrality Act
of 1939, and for other purposes, in which
itt requested the concurrence of the Sen-
ate,

ENROLLED BILLS SIGNED

The message also announced that the
Speaker had affixed his signature to the
following enrolled bills, and they were
signed by the Vice President:

8.260. An act to permit mining within the
Organ Plpe Cactus Natlonal Monument in
Arizona; and

H.R.2985. An act to prescribe the time
basis for computing pay for overtime work
performed by laborers in the Raillway Malil
Service.

CALL OF THE ROLL

Mr. HILL. I suggest the absence of a
quorum,
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

Adams Gerry Peace

Afken Glllette Pepper
Andrews Glass Radcliffe
Bailey Green Rosler

Ball Guffey Russell
Barbour Gurney Schwartz
Barkley Hatch Shipstead
Bilbo Herring Smathers
Brewster Hill Spencer
Bridges Johnson, Calif. Stewart
Brooks Kilgore Taft

Brown La Follette Thomas, Idaho
Bunker Langer Thomas, Okla.
Burton Lee Thomas, Utah
Butler McFariand Truman
Capper McEellar Tunnell
Caraway McNary Vandenberg
Chavez Maloney Van Nuys
Clark, Idaho Mead Wallgren
Clark, Mo. Murdock Walsh
Connally Murray Wheeler
Danaher Norris White

Davis Nye Wiley

Doxey O'Danfeal

Ellender O'Mahoney

Mr. HILL. I announce that the Sena-
tor from Washington [Mr, BonNe] and the
Senator from New York [Mr. WAGNER]
are absen. from the Senate because of
illness.

The Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANK-
HEAD], the Senator from South Dakota
[Mr, Burow], the Senator from Virginia
[Mr, Byrp], the Senator from Kentucky
[Mr. CuaNDLER], the Senator from Cali-
fornia [Mr. DowneY], the Senator from
Georgia [Mr. Georcel, the Senator from
Arizona [Mr. HaypEN], the Senator from
Delaware [Mr. Hucres]l, the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. Jounson], the Sena-
tor from Illinois [Mr. Lucas], the Senator
from Nevada [Mr. McCarran]l, the Sena-
tor from Louisiana [Mr, OverTON], the
Senator from North Carolina [Mr. REYN-
oLps], the Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. SmrtH], and the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Typings] are necessarily
absent.

Mr. McNARY. My colleague the
junior Senator from Oregon [Mr. HoL-
MaN] is absent on public business.

The following Senators are necessarily
absent:

The Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AvusTin], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Longel, the Senator from Kansas
[Mr. REep], and the Senator from Indi-
ana [Mr. WrLLisl.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Seventy-
three Senators have answered to their
names. A gquorum is present.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the
Senate the following letters, which were
referred as indicated

ForEIGN WAR RELIEF

A letter from the Secretary of State rela-
tive to the proposed appropriation of $50,000,-
000 for forelgn war relief, fiscal year 1942, to
be used in connection with the rellef of suf-
fering and distress of the populations of
countries affected by the present hostilities;
to the Committee on Appropriations.

Awarps oF CONTRACTS FOR THE ARMY
Two letters from the Secretary of War, re-
porting, pursuant to law, relative to divisions
of awards of certain quantity contracts for
aircraft, aircraft parts, and accessories there-
for entered into with more than one bidder
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under autherity of law; to the Committee on
Military Affairs,

RoeerT FECHNER MEMORIAL FuND

A letter from the Administrator of the
Federal Security Agency, transmitting a draft
of proposed legislation establishing the
Robert Fechner Memorial Fund (with an
accompanying paper); to the Committee on
the Library.

PETITIONS

Petitions, ete., were laid before the Sen-
ate, or presented, and referred as indi-
cated:

By the VICE PRESIDENT:

A resolution of the Senate of the State of
Oklahoma; to the Committee on Military
Affairs:

Enrolled Senate Resolution 7

Resolution with reference to the Federal sys-
tem of priority allocation of material- and
the effect upon Oklahoma industries; me-"
morializing Congress to take action to pro-
tect such industries; requesting the Gov-
ernor and the State defense committee to
take certain action; stating that it is the
sense of the senate that Congress provide
protection for those industries forced to
curtail or cease production because of being
ynable to secure materials or defense con-
tracts; providing for the spreading of this
resolution on the journal and the mailing
of copies to certain Federal and BState
officials

!

Whereas the United States Government 1s
now engaged in a great national-defense pro-
gram for the rurpose of preserving this Na-
tion, its form of government, the lives and
liberties of its people, and our democratic
institutions; and

Whereas a large part of that program Is
based on “preparedness through production,”
involving directly the industries of our Na-
tion and the labor and materials necessary
for said Industrles; and

Whereas if the national-defense program is
to be administered effectively and our demo-
cratic system preserved, it is necessary that
all of our industries, both large and small,
qualified to participate, be used in that pro-
gram, and that those industries which can-
not be used should not be required to go out
of business; and

Whereas there are approximately 100 in-
dustries of Oklahoma of various types
manned and equipped to participate in the
national-defense program, either as primary
contractors or subcontractors, and to date
only a very limited number of them have
been used by the Federal Government in
national-defense production; and

Whereas there are approximately 1,600
manufacturers and thousands of jobbers,
wholesalers and retailers, and their employces
in this State whose continuous operation and
employment are indispensable to the eco-
nomic welfare of the State of Oklahoma whose
present and future operations are being in-
jurlously affected by virtue of materials being
denied them by the Federal Government
under its system of priority allocations of
materials; and

Whereas under a recent test survey made by
the Oklahoma Employment Security Com-
mission of 50 representative manufacturing
plants in 15 different localities in Oklahoma,
it was found that the number of employees
of said plants was originally 3,335; that due
to a shortage of materials said concerns, as
of October 1, 1941, discharged 257 of their
employees, and unless said plants are able
to obtain materials 943 additional employees
will be released between October 1, 1941, and
January 1, 1842, making a total of 1,200 un-
employed citizens of this State, representing
approximately 36 percent of the manpower of
sald industries; and
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Whereas if these manufacturing plants in
the Btate of Oklahoma are reguired to cur=
tail or cease their production, and are not
given defense work or contracts to take the
place of such loss of business, many of our
citizens will be unemployed, industries will
be lost to this State, and the economic wel-
fare of the State of Oklahoma and its citizens
will be seriously injured and affected; and

‘Whereas it appears that the situation con-
fronting the industries of this State and thelr
employees, injuriously affecting the economlc
welfare of the State as a whole, is due to
the stringency of material control as admin-
istered by the Federal Government under its
system of prlority allocation of materials, it
being believed that materials in excess of de-
fense needs are being unnecessarily withheld
from nondefense industries; and

Whereas it should be borne in mind that
the contribution which our Government
makes in the cause of democracy will prove
to be of doubtful value if by a too drastic
and stringent Federal control of materials we
cripple and ruin our industries and paralyze
our American system of private enterprise,
which is the basis of our democratic way of
life; and

Whereas a similar situation to that con-
fronting Oklahoma and its industries is con-
fronting most of the other States of the
Union and their industries, especially those in
the Midwest—that is, Kansas, Missouri, Ne=-
braska, Iowa, Illinois, Michigan, Ohio, Indi-
ana, Wisconsin, and Minnesota: Now, there-
fore, be it

Resolved by the State Senate of the Eight-
eenth Legislature of the State of Oklahoma,
in ertraordinary session assembled:

1. That the Congress of the United States
be, and it is hereby, memorialized to take
such action as will relieve the industries of
Oklahoma from the effects of the present
Federal priority system of allocating materials
so that such industries will not be forced to
go out of business or to curtail their produc-
tion, and that materials necessary for rural
electrification and that the rural areas re-
ceive equal consideration with the cities and
towns of the State of Oklahoma in receiving
materials for the completion of any and all
R. E. A, projects pending or hereafter sub-
mitted by any now existing or hereafter cre-
ated.

2. That the Governor of this State be, and
he is hereby, requested to cause to be pre-
sented to Congress and to high defense offi-
clals in Washington the plight of our Okla-
homa Industries and the inequitles of the
present Federal priority system of rationing
materials, to the end that the system will
be changed so that materials in excess of de-
fense needs will not be arbitrarily or un-
necessarily withheld from nondefense indus-
tries, but will be released and made available
to such industries before they are forced to
go out of business or curtail their production.

3. Realizing the deep concern felt by many
Oklahoma businessmen and their employees
as to their future under the priorities pro-
gram, the Governor of this State and the
State defense committee be, and they are
hereby, requested to devise ways of securing
the cooperation of other Midwestern States to
loosen priority allocations so continued oper-
ation of servicing plants for this State's two
major industries—oil and agriculture—can
be assured.

4. That it is the sense of this body that
Congress should provide by proper legislation
for the protection of those Industries which
may be forced under any priority system of
rationing materials to go out of business or
curtail their production because of being un-
able to secure materials or defense contracts;
be it further

Resolved, That a copy of this resolution be
spread at length in the journal and that the
sgecretary of the Oklahoma State Senate for-
ward coples of this resolution to the Presi-
dent of the United States of America; the

OCTOBER 20

President of the United States Senate; the
Speaker of the United States House of Repre-
sentatives; each member of the Oklahoma
delegation in Congress; Hon. HENRY A. WAL~
LACE, Vice President of the United States and
Chairman of the 8. P. A. B.; the Governor of
each State; and the chairman of the defense
council of each State.

Adopted by the senate the 6th day of Octo-
ber 1941,

James E. BERRY,
President of the Senate.
, By Mr. TYDINGS:

A resolution of the Washington County
(Md.) Pomona Grange, favoring the estab-
lishment of better recreatioral facilities for
soldiers in cantonments and tralning camps;
to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. CAPPER:

Petitions, numerously signed, of sundry
citizens of Clay County, Kans., praying for
the enactment of the bill (S. 860) to pro-
vide for the common defense In relation to
the sale of alcoholic liquors to the members
of the land and naval forces of the United
States and to provide for the suppression of
vice in the vicinity of military camps and
naval establishments; to the table.

RESOLUTION OF NORTH DAEOTA
FARMERS' UNION

Mr. CAPPER. Mr. President, I pre-
sent and ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp and appropriately
referred a resolution adopted by the
North Dakota Farmers’ Union at fheir
annual convention at Jamestown, N.
Dak., on October 11, asking Congress to
take early and favorable action on a bill
introduced by me, Senate bill 650, cre-
ating a Division of Cooperatives in the
Department of Agriculture.

There being no objection, the resolu-
tion was referred to the Committee on
Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to
be printed in the Recorp, as follows:

Resolution to establish a Division of Coop-
eratives in the Department of Agricul-
ture

Whereas cooperatives through a century
of successful operation have been of great
benefit to both producer and consumer, and
the cooperative system is definitely estab=-
lished as a strong, useful, and indispensable
unit of well-ordered society; and

‘Whereas Senator ARTHUR CAPPER, of Kansas,
has introduced a bill (S. 6560) to establish a
Division of Cooperatives in the United States
Department of Agriculture, the purposes of
which are: To gerve as a source of informa-
tion and cooperation to.producers and con-
sumers in cooperative buying and eselling;
to conduct research and assemble statistical
data on cooperation; to prepare publications
on cooperative subjects, which will be placed
on the distribution lists of Members of Con-
gress; and authorizing the Becretary of Agri-
culture to establish cooperative relationships
between this Division and the other branches
of the Department that carry on services in
the cooperative field; and

Whereas Senator Eirisow D. Smrra, of
South Carolina, chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, during
the third session of the Seventy-sixth Con~-
gress appointed a subcommittee to hold
hearings on the proposed measure, and there-
after National and State cooperative and
farm leaders appeared at the hearings and
presented testimony in support of the pro-
visions of the bill; and

‘Whereas Hon. HENRY A. WALLACE, as Secre-
tary of Agriculture, on April 24, 1940, ap-
peared before the Schwellenbach subcom=
mittee, commended the purposes of the
Capper bill, and endorsed the plan for the
establishment of a Cooperative Division in
his Department, offering valued suggestions
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and amendments, all of which have been in-
corporated in 8. 650, and this bill now having
a favorable official report from the Depart=
ment of Agriculture; and

Whereas the North Dakota Legislative As-
sembly, on February 26, 1941, memorialized
Congress to take early and favorable action
on the Capper bill: Now, therefore, be it

Resolved by the North Dakota Farmers’
Union, in convention assembled October
8-11, 1941, at Jamestown, N. Dak., That we
hereby petition and urge Congress to take
early and favorable action on the Capper
bill (8. 650) to create a Division of Coopera-
tives in the Department of Agriculture; and
be it further

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be
sent to the chairman of the Senate Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, the
chairman of the House Committee on Agri-
culture, to Senator ARTHUR CArPER, and to
the press of the State and Nation.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following reports of committees
were submitted:

By Mr. WALSH, from the Committee on
Naval Affairs:

H.R.5783. A bill to authorize the con-
struction or scquisition of certain naval loeal
defense vessels, and for other purposes; with-
out amendment (Rept. No. T15).

By Mr. GURNEY, from the Committee on
Military Affairs:

8. 1372. A bill to amend article IV of the
Boldiers’ and Sailors’ Civil Relief Act of 1940;
with an amendment (Rept. No. T16,.

By Mr. SCHWARTZ, from the Committee on
Mines and Mining:

H.R.3019. A bill to amend the act en-
titled “An act to prohibit the manufacture,
distribution, storage, use, and possession in
time of war of explosives; providing regula-
tions for the safe manufacture, distribution,
storage, use, and possession of the same; and
for other p " approved October 6,
1917 (40 Stat. 385) (this bill had been recom-
mitted); with amendments (Rept. No. 717).

ENROLLED BILLS PRESENTED

Mrs. CARAWAY, from the Committee
on Enrolled Bills, reported that on Octo-
ber 16, 1941, that committee presented to
the President of the United States the
following enrolled bills:

8.877 An act to repeal sections 512, 513,
514, 515, as amended, of the Revised Statutes;
sections 1 and 8 of the Act approved February
4, 1929 (45 Stat. 1147); and section 3744, as
amended; 3745, 3746, and 3747 of the Revised
Statutes;

S.1426. An act for the relief of Otis
Thompson; and

8.1695. An act for the rellef of Reginald
H. Carter, Jr.

BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS
INTRODUCED

Bills and joint resolutions were intro-
duced, read the first time, and by unani-
mous consent, the second time, and
referred as follows:

By Mr. McNARY:

8.1985. A bill relating to the administrative
jurisdiction of certain public lands In the
Btate of Oregon; to the Committee on Public
Lands and Sur eys.

By Mr. CLARK of Missouri:

B.1986. A bill to amend the Canal Zone
Code so as to provide for control of photo-
graphing, possession of cameras, etc., in areas
of the Canal Zone; to the Committee on In-
teroceanic Canals.

By Mr. HATCH:

5.1887. A bill to amend section 180 of the
Revised Statutes so as to further restrict
officers and employees of the United States
heretofore or hereafter separated from the
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service from acting as counsel or agents in
matters affecting the United States; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

8. 1988. A bill to amend the act entitled “An
act to prevent pernicious political activities,”
approved August 2, 1939, as amended, with
respect to its application to officers and em=-
ployees of the Federal Government and of
State and local agencies; to the Committee on
Privileges and Elections,

By Mr. McEELLAR:

5.1989. A bill to provide that no person
shall be barred from serving in the military
or naval forces of the United States because
of conviction of a felony for which he has
been pardoned; to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

By Mr. BAILEY:

B.1990. A bill to regulate the distribution
and promotion of commissioned officers of the
Coast and Geodetic Survey, and for other
_purposes; to the Committee on Commerce.

By Mr, TRUMAN:

8.1991. A bill for the relief of Mrs. William
Meister; and

S.1992. A bill for the relief of the Rock Hill
Stone & Gravel Co., of St. Louis, Mo.; to the
Committee on Claims.

By Mr. WALSH:

8.1993. A bill for the rellef of Pasqualina
Lazzaro; to the Committee on Claims.

5.1994. A bill to provide for the prompt
settlement of claims for damages occasioned
by naval forces in foreign countries; and

8.1995. A bill to amend the act appr.ved
June 23, 1938, entitled “An act to regulate the
distribution, promotion, and retirement of
officers of the line of the Navy, and for other
purposes”; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. MEAD:

S.1996. A bill for the relief of the estate of
Elwood Grissinger; to the Committee on
Claims

By Mr. EILGORE:

8.1907. A bill granting a pension to Ora

Frances Watts; to the Committee on Finance.
By Mr. ELLENDER:

8.1908. A bill to amend the act of Sep-
tember 1, 1937, as amended; to the Commit-
tee on Education and Labor.

By Mr. MURRAY:

8.1099. A bill to make emergency relief
funds available for the construction of build-
ings for the use of Reserve Officers’ Training
Corps units at privately controlled schools,
colleges, and universities; to the Committee
on Appropriations.

By Mr. ELLENDER:

8.J.Res. 110. Joint resolution consenting
that certain States may sue the United
Btates, and providing for trial on the merits
of any suit brought hereunder by a State to
recover direct taxes alleged to have been ille-
gally collected by th TUnited States during
the fiscal years ending June 30, 1866, 1867,
and 1868, and vesting the right in each State
to sue In its own name; to the Committee on

By Mr. LEE (for himself, Mr. PEFPER,
and Mr. GREEN) :

8.J.Res. 111. Joint resolution to remove

certain restrictions voluntarily imposed by

the United States upon its nationals by the

Neutrality Act of 1938, and for other pur-

poses; to the Committee on Foreign Rela-
tions.

HOUSE JOINT RESOLUTION REFERRED

The joint resolution (H. J. Res. 237) to
repeal section 6 of the Neutrality Act of
1939, and for other purposes, was read
twice by its title and referred to the
Committee on Foreign Relations,

JAMES D. REILLY
Mr. MEAD submitted the following

resolution (S. Res. 182), which was re-
ferred to the Committee to Audit and
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Control the Contingent Expenses of the
Senate:

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the
Benate be, and he is hereby, authorized and
directed to appoint James D. Reilly a mes-
senger (acting as an additional assistant
doorkeeper), who shall be pald at the rate of
$2,400 per annum from the contingent fund
i.)t the Senate until otherwise provided by
AW,

GOVERNMENT POLICY ON BUILDING
CONSTRUCTION

Mr. WILEY. Mr. President, some days
ago I had the pleasure of talking to Don-
ald M. Nelson, Executive Director of the
Supply Priorities and Allocations Board.
The purpose of my visit to him was con-
firmed by a letter I wrote to him in which
I asked for certain information relative
to the rights of small builders and con-
tractors. Today I received a letter from
him, and T ask that it be printed in the
REecorp, because it contains information
of particular interest to thousands of
small builders throughout the Nation.

There being no objection, the letter
was ordered to be printed in the Recorbp,
as follows:

SurPPLY PRIORITIES AND
AvrLocaTiONS Boarp,
Washington, D. C., October 18, 1941,
Hon, ALEXANDER WILEY,
United States Senate,
Washington, D, C.

My DeAr SenaATOR WILEY: This letter is in
response to your telephone request for fur-
ther information about the policy on building
construction laid down last week by the
Bupply Priorities and Allocations Board. '

I believe the nature «f this policy has been
somewhat misunderstood. In substance, it
is a policy for the O. P. M. Division of Priori-
ties to follow hereafter in granting priorities
assistance on construction projects. As
existing shortages in the critical metals be-
come more and more acute, it becomes more
and more difficult for a bullder to obtain
structural steel, plumbing and heating
equipment, electric wiring and equipment,
and so on, without a priority rating. Within
& few months it may be practically impossible
for the bullder to get such items without
priority assistance. Consequently the pol-
lcy means that henceforward, if a builder 1s
unable to get these metal items without a
priority rating, he will not be uble to get
them at all unless he can satisfy the Divi-
sion of Priorities that the job he is working
er is essential to the Nation, either directly
for national defense or indirectly as a safe~
guard to civilian health and safety.

‘Thus, while the policy will put sharp limits
on new construction which may hereafter be
initlated, 1t is far from Leing a blanket stop-
bullding order. Such basic building mate-
rials as lumber, brick, stone, mortar, con-
crete, and the various clay products are not
particularly scarce, are not under priority
control, and hence may be obtained freely
for any building job whatever. The man
who plans a construction job which uses
only those materials and does not involve
the use of steel, copper, and brass compo-
nents is as free to go ahead now as he was a
year ago.

As time passes, of course, the increasing
scarcity of copper and steel will almost cer-
tainly make 1t impossible to get them without
a priority rating. It is that scarcity which
has made this policy unavoldable. Currently,
the purely military demand for copper In
this month of October actually exceeds the
total month’s production of copper in the
United States plus the total quantity of cop-
per which the Natlon will be able to import
during the month, The situation in regard
to steel is somewhat less acute, although a
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sizable shortage appears to be In prospect for
1942, It seems to be obvious that under
such circumstances the country can do no
less than make it a policy to use none of these
materlals on any job which can be postponed
until the end of the emergency.

I think it is important for everyone to un-
derstand the following point as well: That
although we have undertaken to grant help
where possible, in order that needed buildings
now under construction and substantially
along the road to completion may be finished,
that policy will not apply to buildings be-
gun hereafter, Certainly, if a builder under-
takes now fo start a new building without
priority assistance and finds when it is half
finished that he cannot complete it witLout
getting a priority rating, he will not be able
to get that rating merely on the plea that he
must have help to wind up his job.

Materials will continue to be made avail-
able for defense housing, for all defense in-
dustrial construction, and for other jobs
which are vitally necessary to the country's
civilian health and safety. We cannot do
less than that; I believe you will agree that,
considering the urgency of the situation to-
day, we cannot well do more.

Sincerely yours,
DowNarp M. NELSON.
ADDRESS BY HERBERT HOOVER ON FEED-
ING PEOPLE OF SMALL INVADED DE-
MOCRACIES OF EUROPE

Mr. BUTLER. Mr. President, last
night, Sunday, October 19, the foremost
private citizen of the United States, for-
mer President Herbert Hoover, addressed
the Nation over a national radio hook-up
on behalf of 40,000,000 helpless and
starving women and children in the small

- invaded democracies of Europe. Millions
of our fellow Americans listened in on
the broadcast, which was carried over 125
stations.

Mr. Hoover’s moving and compassion-
ate speech covered every point regarding
the tragic problem affecting the un-
armed and helpless women and children
in the invaded countries. Fairly and
squarely he met every objection that has
been raised to the feeding proposals, on
which he and thousands of other highly
respected American citizens have worked
unremittingly, desplte discouragement
and rebuffs, for the past year. In my
opinion, the address delivered by Mr,
Hoover is one of the greatest made to the
American people in our day.

I am one of the 37 Members of this
body who are sponsoring a resolution,
known as Senate Resolution 124, which
calls. for an experimental feeding of
2,000,000 children and 1,000,000 destitute
adults in brave little Belgium, a nation
with whom we have always had ties of
friendship. I am glad to be one of the
sponsors of the resolution because it pro-
vides a program of lifesaving rather than
life destruction. In having Mr. Hoover
as its sponsor the program has the back-
ing of one who has had more experience
than any other man in the history of the
world in mass relief administration.

I wish to remind the Members of this
body, regardless of their political affilia-
tion, that the Belgium relief operation in
the last great war, through which the
lives of 10,000,000 humans in Belgium and
northern France were saved from starva-
tion, was instituted during the Demo-
cratic regime of the late President Wood-
row Wilson and for 4 long years had his
unswerving backing and support. The
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then Allies, Great Britain and France,
approved this humanifarian endeavor.
They supported it. They helped finance
it to the extent of many million dollars.

Senate Resolution 124, which calls for
the finding of a feeding formula by our
Government, in company with Great
Britain and other interested powers, and
outlines in detail the experimental soup-
kitchen feeding proposed for Belgium,
has been in the hands—one could almost
say “custody” in the sense that term is
ordinarily used—of the Senate Foreign
Relations Committee for more than 4
months. I am one of those who would
like to see the committee take action on
the resolution. I am reliably informed
that a majority of the Members of this
body favor its adoption,

At this time I ask permission to insert
in the CoNGREsSSIONAL RECORD as & part
of these remarks the address delivered by
Herbert Hoover, to which I have referred.
I hope it will be given a thorough,
thoughtful reading by every Member of
this distinguished body.

There being no objection, the address
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

Can EurorE's CHILDREN BE SAVED?
PART I

Just a year ago I and a large committee of
American religious and public leaders pro-
posed a plan to prevent wholesale starvation
in the German-invaded democracies. They
were being ground between the millstones of
German requisitions and the British blockade.
I appealed for International cooperation to
prevent a holocaust of death and stunted
bodies and minds in their millions of children.

Since we presented this terrible problem a
year ago Serbia, Greece, Lithuania, Latvia,
and Esthonia have been conquered. Today
there are somewhere near 40,000,000 of chil-
dren in German-invaded democracles. Mil-
lions of them are in Jeopardy. And these are
peoples who fought for their freedom, who
were overpowered, who have been subjected
to terrible oppressions. Their pleas ascend
hourly to the free democracies of the west for
food.

According to the press dispatches His Holi-
ness the Pope has raised his powerful voice
for cooperation in the future interest of
humanity.

PART I

The starvation we forecast a year ago and
which we hoped to prevent has swept over
many of these innocent people during the
last winter and spring. I have no wish to
recite the heart-breaking reports which come
to us daily. I will mention hut two of them,

A survey of Belgium 3 months ago by the
leading physicians and health authorities
showed the march of the tragedy we had tried
to prevent. The report reaffirms that strong
adults can survive for a while on a meager ra-
tion of bread and potatoes, of late mostly fur=
nished by the Germans. The shortage in
meats, fats, and milk is crucifying the chil-
dren. This report showed that the people are
devoting practically all their meager fats and
milk to the children under 3 years of age. Yet
with all this sacrifice there is a deficiency in
food for even the little ones. The report con-
tinues that the worst effects of starvation
show among the children from 8 years up-
ward. They say that 47 percent of the chil«
dren in the kindergartens, 63 percent in pri-
mary schools, and 42 percent in the higher
schools were in a definitely weak condition.
They inform us that many children were un-
able to come to school at all. There has been
appalling stop in growth, rise in disease, and
mortality among them. The report ends with
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the statement: “The health of several gen-
erations will be irremediably impaired if noth-
ing is done to relieve the present situation.”

Then there is a report from Poland. This
report concerns the Jews in the city of War-
saw, It shows that in July deaths had In-
creased to 15 times the normal rate. The
municipal newspaper was appealing to the
Ppeople not to throw the corpses in the streets,
Normally the birth rate there exceeds the
death rate, yet the death rate among children
was 10 times the birth rate. The report
closes: “If any su‘stantial part of Polish
Jewry is to survive the horrors of next winter,
it can be done only under such a plan as Mr.
Hoover has proposed.” Does anyone doubt
that Greek children are starving in thou-
sands?

I have no desire to repeat horrors beyond
indicating the situation.

The situation during the forthcoming win-
ter over Europe will be far worse even than
last winter and spring. Except in Germany,
the harvests have been less than they were
even a year ago. The blockade has somewhat
reduced the meats and fats in Germany. But
its effect upon meat, fat, and food for children
is far greater in the occupied democracies.
They bear the full impact.

There are other tragedies of this war. Iam
not blind to the thousands of women and
children killed from the sky. I am not blind
to the horrors of sinking ships at sea. I am
not blind to the execution of hostages. And
I am not blind to the millions of men dying
and wounded upon the battlefields. I am not
blind to the oppression of occupying armies.
I pray all these things may be stopped. But
I know they will not be stopped now. There
is, however, the possibility that this one hor-
ror of the sacrifice of children could be
stopped.

PART IIT

I raised the question a year ago in response
to an appeal to me from the peoples inside
those countries and officials of their exiled
governments. That appeal was directed to
me and my colleagues because we, with the
backing of American Government, had in 1914
found the method and brought about the
cooperation for this purpose of the warring
nations. And by that cooperation 10,000,000
people in Belgium and northern France were
saved under precisely the same tragic circum-
stances of German invasion and British block-
ade that exist today.

Based on that experience, we have made
various proposals in an effort to find a solu-
tion. We proposed such methods and safe=-
guards that there could be ro military ad-
vantage to either side. We originally pro-
posed that the same broad measures which
were used in the last war should be adopted.
It was to be administered by some non-
official body. As this was refused we then
proposed that we try a small experiment in
Belgium to feed 2,000,000 children and 1,-
000,000 destitute adults. I clearly labeled it
an experiment to determine what could be
done. The Germans went a long way toward
that agreement. The DBritish decided
against it, although it was to be safeguarded
to meet their every military objection.

After that time American relations to the
war so shifted that it was no longer pcssible
for an American individual or any nonofficial
body to conduct such negotiation or opera-
tions. To meet these changed conditions I
therefore proposed last April to our State De-
partment that our Government should enlist
the services of some of the remaining neutral
governments, such as Switzerland, Sweden,
Argentina, or Ireland, to act as the trustee
for these helpless people. 1 suggested that
such a neutral government should, with
American encouragement, negotiate with
both of the belligerents such safeguards that
would give no military advantage to either
side. As a basis of such negotiation I pro=-
posed that the Germans, having a surplus of



1941

breadstuffs, should supply from their own
stocks what breadstuffs were needed to save
these children. I suggested that only the
fats and special food for children which, due
to the blockade are deficient all over Europe,
ghould be Imported overseas. I proposed that
the Germans should cease to take any of the
native food producis of these countries. I
proposed that the trustee government should
undertake to administer and safeguard the
rellef by its own agents. I proposed that
the administration take over the whole ques-
tion. Bo far as I have been able to learn,
our Government tock no sieps in that direc-
tion.

PART IV

During all these discussions many objec-
tions have been raised. It is desirable that
I deal with these arguments again.

The natural fear of many people is that
this food would benefit Hitler. The whole
basis of our proposals is that the Germans
cease to take food from the countries put
under relief. And, moreover, that they them-
selves furnish the breadstuffs needed from
their own stocks. Thelr cooperation thus
takes food from them, not to them.

There are others who do not see how this
process can be controlled, even if agreed to.
I and 300 living Americans know this can
be done, for we did it 20 years ago. I will
explain again, and use our recent proposal
for an experiment in Belgium as an example.
The food from overseas is to be pald for by the
Belgians, and the funds are available. It is
to be brought in shipe not otherwise avail-
able to supply Britain. It would be shipped
over the [rontler to central warehouses.
These warehouses are to be under neutral con-
trol. The warehouse is notified of every
shipment. From the warehouses smaller
shipments are made directly to soup kitchens.
They are notified of every shipment. These
kitchens are operated by Belgian women.
Every child or its mother who recelves food
must come to the soup kitchen and eat it on
the spot. Those who get It must produce
tickets issued by other committees of Belglan
women based upon need None but Belglans
are given tickets. The supreme anxlety of
every Belgian woman is that no food should
escape from the children of their race.

If there s any fallure of food to arrive any-
where, it is instantly reported to the neutral
supervisors.

Part of this plan is that the German Army
should take no food from Belgium, either
native or imported. It is only Belgian farmers
who grow food. If it is taken by a German, it
is taken from a Belgian, and the Belglans
know it. They report it at once to the neutral
commission. Also, under this proposal the
Germans muct provide the breadstuffs from
their own stocks. Obviously the Belglans
know if they don't get it they don't eat.
Thus the neutral commission knows it. If
the food stream fails anywhere, it is traced,
and if infractions of the guaranties are in-
volved, they must be made good. If they are
not made good, the whole effort fails. Further
shipments are stopped.

PART V

But entirely apart from these natural fears,
a vast organized propaganda of misrepre-
sentation was spread over the United States
and Britain I have always refused to an-
swer lies and smearing. 1 could speak with
great bitterness. But 1 shall say only this:
The national committee, of which 1 am a
member, embraces 1,000 leaders of every re-
© Hglous faith. It embraces interventionists
and noninterventionists, Democrats and Re-
publicans. There s no politics in this ap-
peal for the lives of children. If, by the
grace of God, governments could be moved
to act, relief would be administered by the
agents of neutral government, and not by our
organization.
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And there are other fantastic statements
spread across the country by foreign propa=
ganda. It is sald the Germans would seize
breadstufis and make alcohol from them and
use the alcchol to propel their airplanes.
And yet we have never proposed that a pound
of breadstuffs should be imported. But, on
the contrary, we proposed the Germans
saould contribute these breadstuffls, The
statement has been spread that the Ger-
mans could seize the imported fats and trans-
form them into glycerine and thus into ex-
plosives. Yet any munitions manufacturer
will say that modern explosives are not made
from glycerine or fats.

There are lies spread that the Germans
tock the food from the Belgian Relief Com-
mission in the last war. There were occa-
sional infractions of those agreements. But
these Infractions were all remedied. And the
officials of the Britlsh and French Govern-
ments, who contributed hundreds of millions
of dollars to it, who had everything at stake,
are on the public record time and time again
expressing their satisfaction. And they hased
that satisfaction on the reports of their own
agents.

There are those who say that decision hav-
ing been taken against these proposals by the
British Government, we should no longer
agitate it. When has free speech departed?
The British people do not hesitate to differ
on the policles of thelr Government. But,
more important, this is not solely a British
question It concerns a dozen democracies,
including ourselves. In any event, has the
time come when we In America cannot dis-
cuss the issues of human life and civilization?

These misrepresentations are Iimportant
only in that they contribute to the death of
millions of children.

And I would like to ask those who have op~
posed these proposals: Is the Allied cause
any further advanced today as a consequence
of this starvation of children? Are Hitler's
armies any less victorious than if these chil-
dren had been saved? Are Britain's children
better fed today, because these millions of
former Allied children have been hungry or
dled? Can you point to one benefit that has
been gained from this holocaust? Isn't it
time that we realize these attitudes cannot
be continued if our own spiritual life is not
to be soiled?

PART V1

There are important events that have bap-
pened gince I first proposed this action that
seem to me to warrant renewed hope that
cooperation could be brought about between
nations.

America 1s today furnishing food tec the
British women and cnildren. We do it gladly,
but have not the other women and children of
democracies the right to life also?

The British have themselves relaxed the
blockade in important ways. For instance,
Britain is furnishing food to some 40.000
British prisoners of war in Germany. Thus
our British Iriends themselves open their
own blockade to their countrymen. More-
over, the British Government trusts the Ger-
man Geovernment to distribute this British
food. And the British officials state it is dis-
tributed with fidelity. These prisoners al-
ready have the ration of a German soldler,
and indeed they merit every comfort. If it
is practical to feed captive British soldiers,
is it not practical to feed captive women and
children who do not have the ration of the
German soldier?

Also the blockade has been relaxed for
Bweden. The BSwedes occupy a position
where 'all governments are eolicitous for
their political attitudes, They are today al-
lowed to pass needed supplies from American
ports through the blockade. But by what
logic or humanity can neutrals be given

supplies and peoples who have fought and .

died in the Allied cause be discriminated
against?
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And the blockade has been relaxed for
Greece. Within the last montb the Turkish
Government, with no great reserves of food,
has agreed to large shipments to save the
Greeks, They have secured cooperation from
both Britain and Germany It will be partly
paid for by Americans. That food is per-
mitted to pass the British blockade. The
Turks are Mohammedans, they are not Chris-
tians. I wish that Belgium, Poland, Nor-
way, and the others had a friend as com-
passionate as Turkey.

I may add to this that my colleagues and I
have from the beginning of this war until 38
months ago carried a small stream of relief to
some 50,000 children in Poland. Initially
we were permitted to take food through the
British blockade, When that became im-
possible we purchased food in the Baltic and
Balkan countries which did not pass through
the blockade. When that became impossible,
through their being involved in war, we then
appealed directly to Russia. The Russians,
because these same associates of mine had
fed milllons of Russian children in the fam-
ine of 1922, allowed us to buy food in their
country and ship it to these children in
Warsaw.

Indeed, it was a small trickle, because our
resources were small, That is today ended
unless supplies can come from overseas. But
this relief functioned over 18 months without
interference from the Germans. That ex-
perience gives further confidence that inter-
national cooperation can still be established
to save these millions.

PART VI

The dead children of last winter and spring
are gone. Whatever our bitterness may be
for their useless sacrifice, they are past help.
Our problem now is to look to saving the
millions of others. That can be done if the
American, the British, the German, and the
neutral governments of Europe will cooperate.

To the German people I can say that I
know that the great mass of Germans do not
wish for this suffering of women and chil-
dren. To the German Government I can say
that they may perhaps remember that I led
the fight for the removal of the food blockade
from the day of the armistice in the last
World War, that I fed millions of German
children after that war.

To the British Government 1 can say that
in the last World "War it was largely their
generosity, their compassion, that saved 10,-
000,000 of Belgians and French during that
dreadful time. And I can say more—that I
have at this moment advices from many re-
sponsible English men and women that they
hope 1 will not stop my appeals and their
belief that their Government should act
favorably upon this question.

And I would like to say something to the
exiled governments of some of the small de-
mocracles. A year ago officials of each of
them appealed to me to lead this cause for
their pecple. I am well aware that they
hav ceased in these appeals Some ot them
informi me they must obey the policies of the
western democracies But the appeals from
their people in their countries have not
ceased. They come dally to me in heart-
breaking missives. And some day the politi-
cal leaders of these small democracies will
need to face their own people at home

I can say to the neutral government,
whether it might be Switzerland or Ireland or
Sweden or the Argentine, or all of them, that
might be entrusted with the trusteeship of
these milllons of human beings, that no
greater glory could ever come tc them than
to be entrusted with such a mission.

To thr American Government I have the
right as a citizen to speak even more freely.
I can say that the initiative in the last war
which saved millions of lives came from the
American State Department. The President
of that time, Woodrow Wilson, was the con=-
stant guardian of that relief during all those
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4 years. And I can say to the American Gov-
eru.ment: You are now in such relationship
to this war that you have a right to a voice.
Wha’ is more, you are contributing to the
blockade of these small democracies. And
deny it if you will, there is some moral re=-
sponsibility attached to America now. It is
not enough to plead International law. I
agree Germany has the moral responsibility to
feec them. There is a vague legal responsi=
bility. But the overpowering fact is Germany
does not, as the result of the blockade, have
the kind of food needed for these women and
children. They will not feed them. That
stark fact faces the world. And these help-
less people cannot eat morals and interna-
tional law. Those Americans who deny moral
responsibility cannot deny the obligations of
compassion and the self-interest in the future
of civilization.

1 "ave recently read many statements by
American and Allled leaders that large stocks
of food will be accumulated with which to
relieve these people after they are free from
German domination. When that day may
come no man can tell. But these promises
sound hollow in my ears. Food for dead peo-
ple has little consequence. I am in favor of
providing food with which to fight the in-
evitable famine which will follow thi- war.
I trust it is not being offered these people
as a substitute for action now. It is not
necessary to give such promises to people who
are suffering and dylng. That does not offer
hope to them. It adds bitterness to their
fate.

I can say further to our own Government
that last spring a number of the Members of
our Senate and House of Representatives be-
came interested in this question. Jointly
Democrats and Republicans Introduced a
resolution into both Houses making a simple
request of our Government that it should
initiate negotiations for International action
on this question. The resolution in the Sen-
ate was signed by 37 of its Members, and I
understand a majority of the whole Senate
favors it. It was endorsed by a majority of
Members of the House. This resolution was
endorsed by some 6,000 public bodies, church
organizations, committees, and other respon=-
sible groups throughout our country. Those
resolution; alene represent the voice of at
least 20,000,000 people. BSurely such an ex-
pression of American compassion deserves
more adequate attention from our Govern-
ment than to be dismissed by a curt letter
from our State Department.

We have been engaged in much discussion
over the freedom of religion in foreign coun-
tries. I learned at my mother’s knee that
compassion and responsibility for my neigh-
bors were a part of our American faith.

Has hate so entered our souls that we are
indifferent to innocent suffering? Have we
lost our way entirely? I do not believe it.

We talk much of our responsibility to the
future of civilization. Is not the preserva-
tion of these children also a part of this
responsibility Hitler cannot be defeated
with armies of starving children.

PART VIII

In conclusion I do not belleve it would
make the slightest difference in the military
outcome of this war if we assured food to the
needy among the whole 40,000,000 democratic
children in Europe. The Germans will not
lose this war from a shortage of food. And
eminent soldiers agree with me.

To those who say it is impossible to secure
cooperation among nations for this purpose
I wish again to repeat two reasons that make
it worth trying:

First, It was done for 4 long years during
the last war, and it was done to the eatisfac-
tion, publicly expressed, of all the govern=
ments concerned.

Becond. Last February the German Govern-
ment negotiated favorably upon such action
in respect to Belglum. And, furthermore,
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there are breaks in the British blockade by the
relaxations that I have mentioned.

To doubting Americans let me say this:
Suppose the western democracles should place
this problem in the hands of some one of the
neutral governments of Europe for solution.
Buppose that neutral government was not
able to make a satisfactory agreement with
the German Government. Then an effort
would have been made which at least demon-
strated the compassion and solicitude of the
western world. There would then be no hate
stored against America for failure.

Suppose the Germans did make such an
agreement and should subsequently viclate
it, then at once the effort would be stopped.
If they seized all the stocks of imported food,
they would not have secured a day's ration
for Germany. And again the western democ~
racles would have demonstrated their ideals
to the world.

Our Government should make an effort
with every influence in its power. If its ef-
fort should fall, its duty is to develop publicly
who is responsible for failure. The adminis-
tration of Woodrow Wilson did find the solu-
tion. It can be done again if there is the will
to do it. Our Government has a grave re-
sponsibility today.

My countrymen, unless this effort 1s made
our fallure to act will some day come back to
fill this Nation with grief and remorse.

UNITE BEHIND OUR FOREIGN POLICY—
ADDRESS BY SENATOR LEE

[Mr. LEE asked and obtained leave to have
printed in the ReEcorp a radio address entitled
“Unite Behind Our Foreign Policy,” delivered
by him on October 9, which appears in the
Appendix.]

COLUMBUS DAY ADDRESS BY SENATOR
MALONEY

[Mr. MALONEY asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp a Columbus Day
address delivered by him at New Britain,
Conn., on October 12, 1941, which appears in
the Appendix.]

BOTTLENECES—ADDRESS BY SENATOR
WILEY

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed In the Recorp an address de=
livered by him before the Metal Treating In-
stitute, Inc., at Philadelphia, Pa., October 19,
1941, which appears in the Appendix.]

DEFENSE AND THE NEUTRALITY ACT—
INTERVIEW WITH SENATOR BURTON

[Mr. BURTON asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp a radio interview
with him on the subject Defense and the Neu-
trality Act, which appears in the Appendix.]

CONTRIBUTION OF REPUBLICAN PARTY
TO NATIONAL DEFENSE—ADDRESS BY
ALF M. LANDON

[Mr. CAPPER asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the REcorp an address de-
livered by Hon. Alf M. Landon on October
17, 1941, at Eansas City, Kans,, on the subject
The Contribution of the Republican Party
to National Defense, which appears in the
Appendix.]

ANSWER TO BENATOR NYE BY GEORGE
N. SHUSTER

|Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtalned leave
to have printed in the Recorp a radio address
delivered by George N. Shuster, president of
Hunter College, entitled “Answer to Senator
Nvye,” published in The Commonweal, of
October 17, 1941, which appears in the Ap-
pendix.]

ARGENTINE TRADE PACT—EDITORIAL
FROM WASHINGTON EVENING STAR
[Mr. BARKLEY asked and obtalned leave

to have printed in the Rzcorp an editorial
published in the Washington Evening Star
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of October 15, 1941, on the occasion of the
slgning of the reciprocal trade agreement be-
tween the United States and Argentina, which
appears in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY FRED 8. WALLACE EEFORE

REGIONAL R. E. A. CONFERENCE AT
GRAND ISLAND, NEER.

[Mr. NORRIS asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the REcorp an address on
the subject The Prairie Farmer Lines up for
Defense, dellvered by Fred S. Wallace before
the regional R. E. A. conference held at Grand
Island, Nebr., on August 14, 15, and 16, 1841,
which appears in the Appendix.]

ADDRESS BY RAY W. GILL ON WOOL
PRODUCTS LABELING ACT

[Mr. SCHWARTZ asked and obtained leave
to have printed in the Recorp a radio ad-
dress on the subject Wool Products Labeling
Act Offers Great Advantages, dellvered by Ray
W. Gill, of Portland, Oreg., master of the
Oregon State Grange, on September 20, 1941,
which appears in the Appendix.]

SOCIAL INSECURITY—ARTICLE BY RAY-
MOND MOLEY

[Mr. WILEY asked and obtained leave to
have printed in the Recorp an article by
Raymond Moley entitled “Social Insecurity,”
published in Newsweek of October 20, 1941,
which appears In the Appendix.]

FREEDOM OF THE PRESS

[Mr. MEAD asked and obtalned leave to
have printed in the Recorp an editorial from
the Long Beach Life, of Long Beach, N. Y,, en=
titled “The Newspaper Lights the Way to
Freedom,” which appears in the Appendix ]

THE SUGAR RESTRICTION—EDITORIAL
FROM THE LABOR RECORD

[Mr. ELLENDER asked and obtained leave
to have printed In the Recorp an editorial
entitled “Lift the Sugar Restriction,” pub=
lished in The Labor Record of New Orleans
issue of August 1941, which appears in the
Appendizx.]

APPORTIONMENT OF REPRESENTATLVES
IN CONGRESS

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair
lays before the Senate the unfinished
business.

The Senate resumed the consideration
of the bill (H. R. 2665) to provide for ap-
portioning Representatives in Congress
among the several States by the equal-
proportions method, which had been re-
ported from the Committee on Commerce
with an amendment to strike out all after
the enacting clause and insert:

That section 22 of the act entitled "An act
to provide for the fifteenth and subsequent
decennial censuses and to provide for appor-
tlonment of Representatives in Congress,”
approved June 18, 1920, as amended, 1s
amended to read as follows:

“Sec. 22. (a) On the first day, or within 1
week thereafter, of the first regular session of
the Eighty-second Congress and of each fifth
Congress thereafter, the President shall trans-
mit to the Congress a statement showing the
whole number of persons in each State, exe
cluding Indians not taxed, as ascertained
under the seventeenth and each subsequent
decennial census of the population, and the
number of Representatives to which each
State would be entitled under an apportions
ment of the then existing number of Repre=
sentatives by the method known as the
method of equal proportions, no State to re=
ceive less than one Member.

“(b) Each State shall be entitled, in the
Eighty-third Congress and in each Congress
thereafter until the taking effect of a re=
apportionment under this section or subse-
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quent statute, to the number of Representa-
tives shown in the statement required by
subsection (a) of this section, no Staie to
receive less than one Member. It shall be the
duty of the Clerk of the House of Representa-
tives, within 15 calendar days after the receipt
of such statement, to send to the executive
of each State a certificate of the number of
Representatives to which such State is en-
titled under this section. In case of a va-
cancy in the office of Clerk, or of his absence
or inability to discharge this duty, then such
duty shall devolve upon the SBergeant at Arms
of the House of Representatives; and in case
of vacancles in the offices of both the Clerk
and the Sergeant at Arms, or the absence or
inability of both to act, such duty shall de-
volve upon the Doorkeeper of the House of
Representatives.

“(c) Until a State is redistricted in the
manner provided by the law thereof after any
apportionment, the Representatives to which
such State is entitled under such apportion-
ment shall be elected in the following man-
ner; (1) If there is no change in the number
of Representatives, they shall be elected from
the districts then prescribed by the law of
such Btate, and Iif any of them are elected
from the State at large, they shall continue
to be so elected; (2) if there is an increase in
the number of Representatives, such addi-
tional Representative or Representatives shall
be elected from the State at large and the
other Representatives from the districts then
prescribed by the law of such State; (8) if
there is a decrease in the number of Repre-
gentatives but the number of districts In
such State is equal to such decreased number
of Representatives, they shall be elected from
the districts then prescribed by the law of
such State; (4) if there is a decrease in the
number of Representatives but the number of
districts in such State is less than such num-
ber of Representatives, the number of Rep-
resentatives by which such aumber of dis-
tricts is exceeded shall be elected from the
Btate at large and the other Representatives
from the districts then prescribed by the law
of such State; or (5) if there is a decrease In
the number of Representatives and the num-
ber of districts in such State exceeds such
decreased number of Representatives, they
shall be elected from the State at large.”

Sec. 2. (a) Each State shall be entitled, in
the Beventy-eighth and in each Congress
thereafter until the taking effect of a reap-
portionment under a subsequent statute or
such section 22, as amended by this act, to
the number of Representatives shown in the
statement transmitted to the Congress on
January 8, 1941, based upon the method
known as the method of equal proporticns, no
State to receive less than one Member.

(b) If before the enactment of this act a
certificate has been sent to the executive of
any State under the provisions of such section
22, as In force before the enactment of this
act, the Clerk of the House of Representatives
shall, within 15 calendar days after the date
of enactment of this act, send a new certificate
to such executive stating the number of Rep-
resentatives to which such State is entitled
under this section.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question
is on the amendment in the nature of a
substitute reported by the committee.
The amendment is open to amendment.

Mrs. CARAWAY. Mr., President, I
wish to discuss briefly the bill (H. R.
2665) to provide for apportioning Repre-

. sentatives in Congress among the several
States by the equal-proportions method.

I do not think it is necessary to discuss
this measure at length. I feel sure that
the Senators who have read the bill as
amended will readily grasp the wisdom
and importance of its passage.
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This bill passed the House many weeks
ago. I think the House bill would have
been favorably reported by the Commit-
tee on Commerce in the Senate and
would have passed this body. However,
the lend-lease bill was under considera-
tion in the Senate. Some time was taken
in its consideration and passage. Be-
cause of this, the apportionment bill
could not be considered in time to meet
the situation existing at the time.

The bill required an amendment which
I offered in the committee. The amend-
ment was adopted by the committee, and
the bill as amended has been favorably
reported to this body by a 2 to 1 vote.

The committee report is very conclu-
sive, and I desire to read it as a part of
my remarks: .

The Committee on Commerce, to whom
was referred the bill (H. R. 2665) to provide
for apportioning Representatives in Congress
among the several Btates by the equal-pro-
portions method, having considered the same
report favorably thereon with an amend-
ment and recommend that the bill as
amended do pass.

Under the act in existence at the present
time and for which the pending legislation
is intended to be substituted, the rule of
major fractions prevails, and the existing law
provided that unless the rule were changed
within 60 days after the statement required
by subsection (a), or by March 8, 1941, the
rule of major fractions should apply to the
apportionment of Representatives in Con-
gress under the census of 1840.

The House of Representatives did pass a
bill intended to change the rule on February
18, 1941. This bill came over to the Senate
but was not acted upon, due to a congestion
of legislation caused by the lend-lease bill
and other causes. The Senate having failed
to pass the House bill, the rule of major
fractions was and is now in existence. Under
this rule the State of Michigan gained one
Representative and the State of Arkansas
lost one.

Thereafter the Senate Committee on Com~
merce took up the House bill and bas amend-
ed it as now reported to adopt the rule or
method of equal proportions in lieu of the
rule of major fractions. Under the equal-
proportions rule Arkansas would maintain
its present representation of 7, and Michigan
would retain Its present representation of
17.

In view of the fact that the legislation had
not been enacted within the time limit pre-
scribed in the act of 1929, the Senate Com-
mittee on Commerce inserted section 2,
which reads as follows:

“Sec. 2. (a) Zach State shall be entitled, in
the Seventy-eighth and in each Congress
thereafter until the taking effect of a reap-
portionment under a subsequent statute or
said section 22, as amended by this act, to
the number of Representatives shown in the

-statement transmitted to the Congress on

January 8, 1941, based upon the method
known as the method of equal proportions,
no State to receive less than one Member.

“(b) If before the enactment of this act
a certificate has been sent to the executive
of any State under the provisions of such
section 22, as in force before the enactment
of this act, the Clerk of the House of Rep-
resentatives shall, within 15 calendar days
after the date of enactment of this act, send
a new certificate to such executive stating
the number of Representatives to which such
State is entitled under this section.”

The effect of this section Is to prevent the
loss of one Representative in the House by
the State of Arkansas, and to prevent the
gain of one by the State of Michigan by a
fallure of the Senate to pass the House bill
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within the 60-day period following the sub-
mission of the statement by the President.
The pending legislation establishes the prin-
ciple of equal proportions and remedies the
failure of the Senate to act within the time
prescribed in the act of 1929. The eilect of
the pénding legislation 1= to maintain the
same number of Representatives of the
House as a whole and the same number from
the State of Arkansas and the same number
from the State of Michigan. The two prin-
ciples considered were the principle of major
fractions and the principle of equal propor-
tions. Under each of these principles the
effect upon the other States was the same;
that is to say, some States lost, some gained,
with the exception of the States of Arkansas
and Michigan.

Mr., McKELLAR, Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mrs. CARAWAY. I yield.

Mr. McKELLAR, Would it disturb the
Senator if I asked a question at this
point?

Mrs. CARAWAY. Not at all.

Mr. McKELLAR, May I ask if this
bill will affect any other States than the
two mentioned?

Mrs. CARAWAY. No; none at all. No
other States would be affected.

In 1910, when the Congress reappor-
tioned, there was no difference between
these two methods as applied to any two
States. This was also true in 1930.

I believe there would be very little, if
any, opposition to this bill if it were not
for the fact that the question of rep-
resentation from my State of Arkansas
and that of Michigan is involved. It so
happens that if this bill should be passed,
my State would not lose a Member of the
House, as would occur under the present
method of apportionment. It has been
stated that the State of Michigan would
lose a Member if the bill were passed.
That is not altogether correct; it simply
would not gain one. The State of Arkan-
sas would not lose one.

Mr. HATCH. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield at that point?

Mrs. CARAWAY. Certainly.

Mr. HATCH. Did I correctly under-
stand the Senator to say that the rep-
resentation of Michigan would remain the
same if this bill should pass?

Mrs, CARAWAY. It would remain the
same, and the representation of Arkan-
sas would remain the same.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mrs, CARAWAY. 1Iyield.

Mr. BARKLEY. Does that mean that
if Arkansas lost one Representative under
the contrary proposal, Michigan would
gain the one that Arkansas lost?

Mrs,. CARAWAY. Yes; what Arkansas
would lose, Michigan would gain.

In 1910 the method of major fractions
was adopted. At that time it was the
only known method that would avoid the
Alabama paradox. In 1921 Dr. Hunting-
ton, an outstanding mathematician at
Harvard University, after a careful anal-
ysis of the problem, devised the method
of equal proportions. Since then there
has been no issue until now, for both
methods gave the same results in 1930.
In all this time no change has been made
in Dr. Huntington’s findings.

The committee decided to—

First. Select one method, and one only,
so that no disagreement can arise to
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create dissatisfaction with an automatic
apportionment.

Second. Which method shall we select?

(a) We recommend the method which
has the approval of all scientific com-
mittees which have studied the question:

First. National Academy of Science
Committee, which reported to Congress
at the request of Speaker Longworth in
1929,

Second. Advisory Committee to the
Bureau of the Census, composed of prom-
inent members of the American Statisti-
cal Association, and the American Eco-
nomic Association, 1921.

(b) We recommend the method which
has been discussed for 20 years and has
not been disproved, but, on the other
hand, has constantly gained new adher-
ents who have investigated the subject.
For example, Dr, L. F. Schmekebier, who
investigated the subject for the Brookings
Institution, came ouf unequivocally for
the method of equal proportions.

(c) We recommend the method which
eliminates all considerations other than
population. By using a relative differ-
ence rather than absolute difference, we
do not have to consider whether to use
the ratio of Representatives to popula-
tion or the ratio of population to Repre=-
sentatives as a measure of justice. By
using the method of EP, either ratio will
give the same result. By not using EP,
we must have a choice between the two
ratios, for each leads to a different
method, major fractions, and harmonic
mean, respectively.

(d) The House of Representatives,
after thorough study and extensive hear-
ings, has expressed itself as favoring the
method of equal proportions by passing
H. R. 2665.

The method of major fractions and
also the method of the harmonic mean
both adhere to absolute differences. The
advocates of either method ought to be
able to give a reason for accepting the
absolute measure rather than the rela-
tive measure; and it is equally true that
the advocates of the method of equal
propertions should be able to give rea-
sons for accepting the relative rather
than the absolute difference. But the
burden of proof, as I look at it, rests a
little heavier on the advocates of the
major-fractions method, because they
have to justify their choice of a ratio
as well as their choice of the absohite
or subtraction methods of measuring dif-
ferences rather than the relative or per-
centage measure.

As stated in Senate Document No. 304,
Seventy-sixth Congress, third session,
page 6—

The method of equal proportions may be
defined as the only method which will ap-
portion a given number of Representatives
among the several States so that the ratio of
population to Representatives, and also the
ratio of Representatives to pnpulatlcn. shall
;:a tas equal as may be among the. several

s,

There is no doubt that the equal-pro-
portions method brings about the great-
est degree of fairness and is the method
by which future apportionment should be
figured.

There is no question that the method
of equal proportionment is considered by
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outstanding statisticians as the most
equitable method to be used in the ap-
portioning of Congress.

The pending bill as amended does not
change the membership of the House of
Representatives but retains its present
membership of 435. The method of
equal proportions is not only the most
scientific yet devised but it is also the
most equitable. The reapportionment of
Representatives being primarily a prob-
lem of the House, I feel that the House
having decided that the method of equal
proportions should be used the Senate
should concur in that decision.” As I said
before, had it not been for the national
emergency and the protracted debate on
the Lend-Lease Act, it is believed that
the committee would have reported and
the Senate would have passed H. R. 2665
before the expiration of the 60-day limi-
tation contained in clause 22-B of the
1929 act as amended. Because of the
protracted debate, it is not correct to
presume that the Senate, not having
taken action within the 60-day period,
intended to disregard the action of the
House in the matter. This bill deals ex-
clusively with the membership of the
House. I think the Senate should take
that fact into consideration and grant to
the House its wishes on this legislation.

Mr. President, I have taken but little
of the time of the Senate to discuss this
matter. I do not think it is necessary to
take much time. The debate should be
brief. The issues are clear. The House
has acted favorably on the measure.
The committee has also taken favorable
action by a 2-to-1 vote, as 1 have here-
tofore stated. Therefore, Mr. President,
I hope and believe the Senate will follow
the wishes of the House of Representa-
tives in this matter and pass the pending
bill.

Mr, VANDENBERG obtained the floor,

Mr., BROWN. Mr. President, will my
colleague yield to me?

Mr, VANDENBERG. 1 yield.

Mr. BROWN. I note that on the desk
of each Senator is a copy of the bill and
a copy of the majority report. I think
the views of the minority should also
be on the desk of each Senator in order
that they may be read and considered.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The views of
the minority will be distributed, as re-
quested.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President, I
know it is very difficult, in stressful times
such as these, when so many issues of
transcendent importance are pressing
upon Senators, to attract the attention
of the Senate to a matter of this char-
acter in any sort of effective fashion, but,
from my point of view, as I shall pres-
ently indicate, I think the issue which
confronts the Senate today goes to the
very fundamentals of representative gov-
ernment, and at a time when we are tre-
mendously interested in preserving
representative institutions all around the
world I hope the Senate will be willing to
give at least casual attention to the pres-
ervation of our own.

The pending bill presents a very simple
issue: Shall the Senate strike down the
principle of automatic congressional re-
apportionment at its first test? Shall
the Senate desert this vital constitu-
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tional safeguard of an equally vital con-
stitutional mandate the very first time it
collides with political appetite? Shall
we, at its first trial, scrap the statute
which was written 11 years ago, amid
great travail, to prevent constitutional
nullification in the matter of congres-
sional reapportionment? I think I can
make it crystal clear that this is the
deeply important proposition upon which
Senators are now about to pass.

Superficially, the pending bill may
séem to deal with the transient and com-
paratively trivial question of whether Ar-
kansas or Michigan shall get one seat in
the House of Representatives as a result
of reapportionment incidental to the 1940
Census. True, that is the motive of the
proponents of the bill—namely, to save
one congressional seat for Arkansas. It
is the same old motive, as old as politics
itself, the motive of the gerrymander,
which has been the curse of decennial re-
apportionment for 150 years—the motive,
I may add, which those of us who were
chiefly responsible for the automatic re-
apportionment law of 1930 thought and
hoped we had outlawed for keeps. But
the real issue is the integrity of this new
statutory device to stop gerrymanders, to
stop nullification, and to guarantee the
decennial validity of that section of the
Constitution which requires a decennial
reapportionment of tha House of Repre-
sentatives.

I regret that, through a prank of fate,
Michigan seems to have a selfish interest
in the outcome. I cannot expect to be
wholly acquitted, therefore, of a selfish
interest in the result. But those who
were here 11 years ago when the auto-
matic reapportionment law was passed
will remember my sponsorship of it, if I
may be permitted this personal refer-
ence, and my personal part in the long
and vivid battle which preceded its en-
actment. They will understand my at-
tachment to the principle involved, and
they will believe me when I say that, re-
gardless of any incidental effect, I would
resist to the limit of my capacity any
present-day effort to checkmate that
great advance in the protection of this
essential constitutional warrant.

I remind Senators that reapportion-
ment of the House has always been a
bone of vast contention. It has always
involved a perfectly human and perfectly
understandable desire of each and every
State in the Union to retain all of its
House seats, regardless of the shifts in
population which the Constitution says
shall be measured every 10 years by a re-
?.pptgrtinnment reflecting these physical

acts.

In the earlier days of the Republic it
was comparatively easy to accommodate
the aspirations of all concerned by the
simple recourse of increasing the size of
the House to save all the seats of what-
ever State stood to lose the most. This
was the process by which the total mem-
bership of the House finally reached 435.
But there came the time when states-
manship realized that this process could
not go on forever lest the House became
so numerous that it could not hope to
function, and it was then that the de-
cennial reapportionment problem became
acute. It was then—when it was deter-
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mined that the total size of the House
should be increased no further—that
trouble began to multiply in proportion
as populations shifted.

This problem reached its climax in the
decennium of 1920 to 1930. There were
such violent shifts in population preced-
ing 1920 and thereafter that the Consti-
tution obviously required correspondingly
violent reallocations of those 435 House
seats. For 10 long years the prospective
losers were able to stall the reapportion-
ment machinery, which is to say that
they were able to nullify one of the most
fundamental provisions and principles of
the Constitution of the United States;
and from 1910 until 1930 there was no
reapportionment at all, although great
populous sections of the country were
manifestly disfranchised as a result.
Consequently, by way of illustration, in
1930, although the average congressional
district was presumed to have about 200,-
000 people, some districts had as many
as a million people—indeed, I believe one
district had a million and a half people.
It was a prime scandal in its sordid, self-
ish, nullifying disregard of the Constitu-
tion of the United States,

In 1930, Mr. President, we seriously
faced this nullification; and we said that
it should never occur again. We said, by
solemn statute, that thereafter whenever
a decennial census, as required by the
Constitution, was concluded, the Presi-
dent should report the results to Con-
gress, and, along with his report, should
show how this census required Congress
thereafter to be apportioned, by two well-
known scientific methods, the method of
so-called major fractions on the one
hand and the method of so-called equal
proportions upon the other. I shall
speak about these technical methods in
a moment. The important thing funda-
mentally is to follow through with this
chronology, because it is the sum total
of the whole case which should present
itself to the conscience of the Senate.

This Constitution-saving statute said
that the technical method applying in
previous reapportionments should con-
tinue to apply unless Congress ordered
otherwise within 60 days. In other
words, unless Congress acted otherwise
within 60 days, the next subsequent
House would be reapportioned by the last
prevailing method on the basis of the
new census. Put somewhat differently,
it said that the Constitution should no
longer be cheated, that great American
constituencies should no longer be
cheated, by the old nullifying gerry-
manders unless a majority of both
branches of Congress agreed fo the af-
front within 60 days.

Now comes 1941, and the report of the
1940 census and the first trial of this au-
tomatic reapportionment. The Presi-
dent reported the nmew census the first
week in 1941. He also reported the ap-
propriate reapportionment by the two
methods prescribed by the statute. The
method of so-called major fracticns has
been followed since the days of Daniel
Webster. Therefore, it was controlling
under the terms of the statute unless the
Congress ordered otherwise within 60
days. Within this 60-day period the
House voted to use the other method of
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computation this time, namely, “equal
propositions.” The only physical differ-
ence was that the traditional method
gave the State of Michigan one addi-
tional Congressman at the expense of the
State of Arkansas, whereas the method
of so-called equal proportions preserved
the existing representation of these two
States.

The Senate did nol act within the 60
days required by statute. It makes no
difference why it did not act. The stat-
ute does not deal in metaphysics. It
sets down a hard and fast rule, and
Heaven knows, out of the American ex-
perience, that rules have got to be hard
and fast if constitutional nullification
in a large sense is to be prevented in con-
nection with the reapportionment of the
House of Representatives. When the
Senate did not act within 60 days, the
statute made reapportionment by so-
called major fractions final and con-
clusive and binding upon all con-
cerned. The case was closed; the inci-
dent was finished; and the Clerk of the
House so notified the States.

What happened then? The State of
Arkansas, of course, still wanted to keep
the one seat which was at stake in the
House. I speak with the greatest respect
of the State of Arkansas, and I fully un-
derstand the justification for the position
taken by the able senior Senator from
Arkansas [Mrs. Caraway] in this connec-
tion. I commend the tenacity and inge-
nuity to those who have sought to retain
this seat for Arkansas. There was, how-
ever, only one possible recourse for them.
They could not get that seat under the
existing law of the land. They could not
get it under the automatic reapportion-
ment law which Congress said 11 years
ago hereafter should be the hard-anc--fast
rule under which constituencies should
have equitable constitutional representa-
tion in this Capitol. They could not get
that seat under existing statutes which
implement the Constitution. There was
only one possible thing they could do,
namely, to reach back into the 1930 law
and rip it to pieces in good old gerry-
mander style for the sake of controlling
one seat in the House of Representatives.
Precisely that thing has been done and
will be done by the pending substitute
amendment now at the bar of the Senate.
It makes no difference that only one
House seat is involved. The principle
would be the same if there were 50. In-
deed, the bill in its pending form seeks to
rewrite the automatic reapportionment
law to satisfy the political representation
of one State and to save its present repre-
sentation. Dress it up as you please, Sen-
ators, that is the same old spirit of gerry-
mander which has been the vice of reap-
portionment for a century and a half, and
which Congress thought it had termi-
nated in the automatic law of 1930.

Mr. President, these gerrymanderers
have been exceedingly clever. There is a
certain degree of superficial piety about
what they have done.
matic law recognizes the method of
“equal proportions” along with the
method of “major fractions,” and that
the weight of technical authority favors
equal proportions as more equitable, al-
though we have used major fractions for

They say the auto- .
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an unbroken century. So they plump for
equal proportions— -which saves this
House seat to Arkansas—despite the clear
fact that the existing law of the land,
under existing circumstances, says that
major fractions shall be used precisely as
they have been used for 100 years. They
say in the pending bill, Let us strengthen
the automatic reapportionment law by
removing this option as to method; let us
simplify the formula by making equal
proportions mandatory hereafter; and it
is a very persuasive plea, Mr. President,
because it does seem to simplify the auto-
matic law.

Very well; so far so good. I do not
think it makes any important difference
whether the future apportionments are
figured by major fractions or equal pro-
portions. Usually they come out exactly
the same; indeed, this is the first time
there has been any difference. I would
not attempi to give an authentic defini-
tion of the technical, mathematical dis-
crimination between the two methods,
because they are so involved and so
apparently parallel. It takes an expert
half an hour to explain the difference,
and the nonexpert is totally befogged at
the end of the 30 minutes.

If I could hope to reduce the difference
to simple ferms, as a layman, I should
say it is approximately this: When reap-
portionment is figured, there is always a
remainder in every State after full dis-
trict quotas have been assigned. *“Major
fractions” measures each remainder in
proportion to the population of the coun-
try as a whole. “Equal proportions”
measures each remainder relatively in
proportion to the size of the State in
which it occurs. In other words, speaking
loosely, a remainder of 20,000 in a State
of 1,000,000 would enjoy priority over a
remainder of ‘40,000 in a State of 5,000,
000 people under “equal proportions” and
vice versa under “major fractions,” This
greatly oversimplifies the problem but it
will suffice to illustrate. Perhaps it might
be put this way: “Major fractions” deals
in pure remainders and “equal propor-
tions” in weighted remainders.

Or it might be put this way: “Major
fractions” seeks to put every citizen, no
matter in what State he may live, upon
an equality as respects his right to repre-
sentation in the Congress of the United
States, whereas “equal proportions” un-
dertakes under certain indicated circum-
stances, as I have shown, to give one citi-
zen an advantage over another in respect
to the degree of his representation.

But, Mr. President, I dismiss this math-
ematical magze as irrelevant, inconsequen-
tial, and immaterial at the moment.
While I have always preferred the method
of major fractions, because I think the
House as nearly as possible should reflect
the distribution of the whole population
of the Nation regardless of where a person
lives, I am quite ready to yield to the
method of equal proportions for future—
with emphasis upon that word—for fu-
ture reapportionments for the sake of
writing one, firm method of reapportion-
ment into the automatic law. It will
probably not affect reapportionment once
in 50 years. I agree, however, that it
simplifies the law; and by so doing it
strengthens the principle and minimizes
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the argument. So I am prepared to vote
for the portion of this bill down to
section 2.

But, Mr. President, section 2 robs the
remrainder of the measure of any virtue
which it could claim upon any pretext,
from my point of view. In section 2
comes the vice of this whole miserable
business. Section 2 proposes to make
this exclusive use of “equal proportions”
retroactive. It proposes to 1each back
into the 1930 law and apply this new
prineciple to 1940. It proposes to tear up
the 1940 reapportionment as already con-
cluded under the existing law of the
land. This is not for any love of “equal
proportions” or for any zeal in behalf of
preserving future automatic reapportion-
ments. Perish the thought! It is to save
one House seat for one State in good, old
gerrymander style. This bill would never
have been heard of—and everybody
knows it—except as, by fortuitous cir-
cumstance, the present espousal of “equal
proportions” would upset present auto-
matic reapportionment as required by
existing law. Section 2 reflects the same

old manipulation which cheated consti--

tutional reapportionment at the turn of
the century. It implements the precise
constitutional’ menace which ‘the auto-
matic reapportionment law sought to
cure.

Mr. President, if, as this bill does in
section 2, we are to rewrite the basic re-
apportionment law every 10 years in
order to accommodate some political pur-

pose, then we will have no automatic:

reapportionment law. Each decennium
will again produce its own plausible ex-
cuse to upset the law every 10 years. We

shall have lost the vast constitutional ad-.

vantage which was gained in 1930 when

we.sought to put an end to this nullifica-
tion. .. It may be said that the status of.
only one seat in the House, as involved in

the present controversy, is a thing of
minor consequence. So it is within it-
self. But it is the direction rather than
the length of the step which is of para-
mount concern. Section 2 is a gerry-
mander precedent. If established, it will
live to plague the very basis of constitu-
tional,
years to come, precisely as the lack of
an automatic reapportionment law
plagued constitutional representation for
20 years from 1910 to 1930.

Mr. President, nothing I have said is
intended remotely as a refiection cn the
great State of Arkansas nor upon its rep-
resentation in Congress. It is perfectly
understandable human nature that any
State should be tenacious of its undiluted
representation in the Congress. But that,
Mr. President, is the precise reason why
I resist section 2 in this bill. I do not
want any precedent established here and
now which will encourage “human na-
ture” to set the Constitution at naught
in decenniums to come as it was nullified
from 1920 to 1930, when “human nature”
rather than the Constitution had the
right-of-way.

I submit, Mr. President, that section 2
should be eliminated from the bill
Thereafter, and under those circum-
stances, I shall be glad to give the bill my
support.

representative government in.

. If we are to set a precedent for consulting -

| stead of consulting the fundamental rule-
of the Constitution of the United States,-
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Let me say this in conclusion: If I am
asked why I am willing to yield to equal
proportions for 1950 and thereafter, and
yet unwilling to yield to equal proportions
in 1941, I answer that the former action
sets the rules in advance of their appli-
cation, which is the only way that auto-
matic reapportionment ever can be saved,
whereas the latter aetion seeks to fit the
rules retroactively to existing circum-
stance, which is the traditional and favor-
ite scheme for defeating representative
equity.

Mr. President, that is my case. Over
a decade ago I stood upon this floor by
the hour, through many difficult days and
weeks, seeking to establish the principle
of automatie reapportionment in order to
save the country from a repetition of the
disgraceful circumstances under which
there was no congressional reapportion-
ment at all from 1920 to 1930. I am
wedded to the principle. I think it is a
fundamental constitutional necessity. I
think it will always be found to be a ne-
cessity every 10 years when the census is

taken. Obviously it is essential today. It-

will be essential every 10 years to come.
human nature and political appetite, in-

then the section of the Constitution
which guarantees equality of representa=
tion under the law will always be in
Jjeopardy. ;

Mr, BURTON. Mr. President, the

| Senate has heard from the senior Sena-

| tor from Arkansas [Mrs. Caraway] and.

| is reporting it here, and I voted for the.
bill, I have been asked to present the.|:

the senior Senator from Michigan [Mr.
VanpenBerg] on this bill, It was my
privilege to serve as a member of the sub-
committee which redrafted the bill and

point of view of a Senator from a neutral

State and as a neutral member of the.
subcommittee to state what the issue is.
and why I believe the bill to be sound, not.

a gerrymander in any sense, and entitled
to be passed by the Senate in the inter-
est of permanent sound procedure here-
after,

I believe that every Member of the Sen-
ate is fundamentally interested in the
proposition involved. It can be made
mysterious, but if we take the time to
study the history of the matter and to
analyze the bill it is not mysterious.

I wish to pay my respects and to extend

! my- compliments to the senior Senator:

from Michigan [Mr, VanDENBERG] who

rendered. a distinguished: service to the.

Nation when the act of 1929 was passed
and a definite plan was agreed upon for
the determination of future reappor-
tionments. That plan, however, con=-
tained in it two alternatives. If this bill
is passed it will complete the work be-
gun in 1929 by eliminating one of those
alternatives. Thereafter we shall have
a completely automatic procedure every
10 years.

In order to understand the bill fully it
is necessary to review the history of ap-
portionment precedents, to analyze the
provisions of the bill, and to give brief
consideration to the merits of those pro-
visions. I shall undertake to do that.

'number of free - persons,
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First of all, it is necessary to get a gen-
eral picture of the bill. The bill before
us, House bill 2665, comes before us in
the form of a substitute presented by the
committee. It consists of two sections.
Section 1 provides that beginning with
the census of 1950, and with the Congress
to be elected in 1952, the equal-propor-
tions method alone shall be used. Sec~
tion 2 provides that the same methed,
thus chosen to be applied to the census
of 1950, shall be applied to the census of
1940, inasmuch as the elections for the
next Congress following that census have
not yet taken place.

If we are to get the background for
this bill, let us see first the constitutional
history and then the statutory history of
it. It is interesting, and not long.

. There are two important constitutional
provisions relating to it. The first is
found in article I, section 2, clause 3, of
the original Constitution, and reads as

 follows:

| Representatives and direct taxes shall ba .
, apportioned among the several States which ,
 may be included within this Union, ac-

cording to their respective numbers, which
shall be determined by adding to the whole -
including those -
bound to service for a term of years, and ex-

| cluding Indians not taxed, three-fifths of all .

other persons.

Then it says:
The actual enumeration shall be made

| within 3 years after the first meeting of the -

Congress of the United States, -and within

| every subsequent: term of 10 years, in such :

manner as they shall by law, direct. !
" This indicates that the rest must be de-
termined by statute. :
It then proceeds to state:

The number of Representatives shall not
exceed 1for every 30,000, but each State shall

 have at least - one Representative.

The Constitution, therefore, merely
says that there shall not be less than 48,
or at the present time there shall not be
more than 4,343 Members of the House.
The statutes must determine the remain-

~der of the problem.

An attempt was made to amend the
Constitution of the United States at the
time of the passage of the so-called Bill of
Rights. Ten amendments were adopted,
and two were defeated. One of the
two defeated related to this section; but,
of course, since it was defeated, we need
not spend time upon it, except to realize
that from the beginning this subject has
been a matter of controversy and a mat-

' ter of great study.

However, in 1868, there was a change
made in article I, section 2, by the four--
teenth amendment. In particular, this
changed the first sentence of the para-
graph to read as follows:

Representatives shall be apportioned among
the several States according to their respec-
tive numbers, counting the whole number of

persons in each State, excluding Indians not
taxed.

This left out the reference to the slaves,
indirectly contained in the original
clause, but it still mentions “Indians not
taxed.” Now that Indians have been
placed under the income-tax law, as a
matter of practice, they all are now in-
cluded in the population for apportion=-
ment purposes.
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The Constitution does not settle our
issue. The statutes must meet it.

There have been 16 censuses taken up
to and including that of 1940. They fall
into several different groups.

It is first interesting to note that the
very first veto issued under the Federal
Constitution was a veto by George Wash-
ington on April 5, 1792, of the first ap-
portionment bill. He found that it did
not conform to the Constitution for the
reason that the 30,000 population figure
had not been applied to the several States
but had been applied only “o the Nation
as a whole. He insisted that it be ap-
plied to the several States, and that there
should be no State in which there should
be more than 1 Representative for every
30,000 persons.

That bill was vetoed on April 5, 1792,
The first Apportionment Act to take ef-
fect was approved on April 14, 1792, 9
days later, and it used what was known
as the Jefferson plan. -What it did was
this: It fixed a ratio of 1 Representative
to every 33,000 persons, and then disre-
garded all fractions that resulted. Neces-
sarily it can be seen that some fractions
are obtained when we divide 33,000 into
the existing populations of the several
Stales. The Jefferson plan was to elimi-
nate all fractions and use the next lower
whole figure. That produced a House of
105 Members. That plan remained in
effect for the next 4 censuses and let
me point out that the statute passed
each time fixing the new ratio was passed
after the census and in the full light of
its consequences.

In 1802 the ratio used was again 33,000.
In 1811, a year after the census, it was
35,0C0. In 1822, 2 years after the census,
it was 1 Representative to 40,000; and
in 1832, 2 years after that census, it was
1 Representative to every 47,700.

In 1840 there came the Webster plan,
which sometimes has been referred to as
the major-fractions plan. It is not the
major-fractions plan referred to in the
present statute. It was a simple major-
fractions plan which resulted from the
following computation: A ratio was fixed
and at that time it was 1 Representative
to 76,680 persons. Incidentally, the cen-
sus then taken was the first census after
Arkansas and Michigan had come into the
Union. Their education in apportion-
ment started right then.

This juota was divided into the popu-
lations of the several States; and, instead
of disregarding all fractions, the frac-
tions were given representatior wherever
they showed the State to be entitled to
more than one-half of an additional Rep-
resentative or a major fraction. The
Webster plan, therefore, was given the
name of the major-fractions plan; and,
of course, it could readily be applied as
long as Congress was willing to readjust
the total membership of the Bouse up or
down to fit it. At that time it produced a
House of 223 Members. The plan lasted
in that form for just 1 census.

In 1850, the Vinton plan was adopted.
It was named after Samuel F. Vinton, a
Representative from the State of Ohio;
and I think it is appropriate for me to
read into the Recorp at this point just
one or two sentences from his speech of
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April 30, 1850, advocating the plan and
bearing upon the subject. He said:

As one of the members of a large State,
which can afford as well as any other to bear
the loss of a fraction, I am willing to waive
the advantage Ohio would have over a small
State in the adjustment of an apportion-
ment bill and that she shall take her equal
chance only with her smaller sisters. I know
no reason why the large States, such as Ohio
or Virginia, shall have any advantage over
New Hampshire or Arkansas.

I propose to show later by quotations
from competent authorities that the
equal-proportions method now being ad-
vocated is the only one of the modern
scientific methods that does give equal
treatment to all States, be they large or
be they small.

Let me say that Vinton was the pio-
neer in trying to work out a plan to be
adopted before the census was taken and
before the apportionment was made; and
he did succeed in securing a statute
which provided that the House should
be fixed at 233 Members before the 1850
census was taken, After the census was
taken, it was raised to 234. On that
basis the statute determined the ratio
for the Nation, applied it automatically
to the Btates, and prescribed that that
same method be used from then on after
all succeeding censuses for all succeed-
ing apportionments.

The Vinton plan further provided,
when the fractional point came up, that
fractions should be recognized as far as
the predetermined size of the House of
Representatives would permit their
recognition. It would go down through
the major fractions into the minor frac-
tions, In fact, it really was the method
“higher fractions,” be they major or
minor. The natural attack on it was to
change the size of the membership of
the House. This Vinton plan of higher
fractions survived from 1850 to 1900, but
the size of the House of Representatives
was increased in 1862 to 241; in 1872, to
283; in 1882, to 325; in 1891, to 356; and
in 1901, to 386. The House was becoming
unwieldly.

In 1910 there was an attempt made to
reach a solution which would settle the
matter., There was then adopted the
modified major fractions plan, which is
substantially the plan now being used,
together with the aid of + mathematical
procedure involving a priority list that
has simplified its use. This modified
major-fractions plan was adopted on the
basis of a House of 433 Members, with a
provision that if Arizona and New Mex-
ico came into the Union they were each
to start with one additional Representa-
tive. This fixed the size of the House at
435, and there it still stands.

Difficulty then arose in attempting to
work out a plan to meet changes in pop-
ulation without changing the size of the
House. To apply the major-fractions
plan to the 435-man House, even in 1910,
it was found that under the strict major-
fractions rule there would be 4 men left
over. This would require a 439-man
House; so that the major-fractions plan
was modified by arbitrarily increasing
ratio figure until it would leave only 435
Representatives, including the major
fractions. This produced a modified
major-fractions plan which, in fact,
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forced the major-fractions plan into the.
predetermined number fixed for the
House. That was the 1910 program.

In 1920 the thing occurred to which
the senior Senator from Michigan has
referred. No reapportionment was made,
in spite of the Constitution, in spite of
the new census, and in spite of the fact
that 42 bills were introduced to attempt
it. The 1920 census never was made use
of as a basis for apportionment. The
House of Representatives continued to be
of the same membership, per State, as had
been fixed by the 1910 apportionment,
even though it was completely out of line
and getting worse with every year.

It was then that the now senior Sen-
ator from Michigan took a leading part
in rendering a great service by securing
the passage of section 22 of the act of
June 18, 1929, which still is the basis for
the procedure now in effect. It was.
passed before the results of the 1930
census were known. I think it would be
of benefit, for the REcorp and ourselves,
if we recognize that in 1929 when this
question was under discussion there then
was had, for the first time, serious re-
course to scientific and higher mathe-
matics in an effort to determine, apart
from politics, what might be the solution
suggested by pure mathematics as pro-
viding the fairest result.

Mathematicians came forward with
five different plans, one of which was the
equal-proportions plan, one of . hich was
the major-fractions plan, but I think that
it will be helpful if we list all five here,
analyze them briefly, and recognize their
effects upon the interests of the smaller
States and the larger States as deter-
mined by those who made a scientific
study of the problem.

I quote from a book on Congressional
Apportionment, published in 1941, by the
Brookings Institution, and written by
L. P. Schmeckebier, who has studied a
great many District and Federal prob-
lems. On page 69 he makes these inter-
esting statements about the five methods
involved:

Considering the methods separately we
thus find that, as compared with the method
of equal proportions, the method of smallest
divisors gives larger representation to the
small States; that the method of greatest
divisors gives larger representation to the
large States; that the method of harmonie
mean tends to give a larger representation to
the small States, but not as great as the
method of smallest divisors; and that the
method of major fractions tends to favor the
large Btates, but not to the same degree as
the method of greatest divisors. The method
of equal proportions tends to give the most
equitable distribution among the States re-
gardless of size.

Then, on page 72, after quoting the
constitutional provision, he says:

There is nothing in the clause that con-
notes any conflict between large and small
States, elther singly or as groups. The ap-
portionment is to be according to the re=-
spective numbers. The Constitution contem=
plates equality, but as it is Impossible to
attain absolute mathematical equality. the
apportionment must be such as to reduce
inequality to a minimum. As explained on
preceding pages, varying differences are used
in the several methods to measure the de=
gree or amount of ineguality, but both the
welght of authority and the equity of the
apportionment indicate that the method of
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equal proportions is more desirable than any
other method that has been devised.

The law of 1929 recognized both the
methods of major fractions and equal
proportions. It was an ingenious solu-
tion, and it prescribed that the Presi-
dent 1 week after the opening of the
second session-of the existing Congress
in December, following the taking of the
census and allowing over 8 months for
the preparation of the count, should cer-
tify what the apportionment would be
under the method known as the method
of major fractions, what it would be un-
der the method known as the method
of equal proportions, and what it would
be under the method used in the last
preceding apportionment. Of course, the
last-used plan at that time was the ma-
jor fractions plan of 1910. Therefore,
there really were two computions, and,
interestingly enough, when the 1930 cen-
sus came to be examined, it was found
that the major fractions plan and the
equal proportions plan produced exactly
the same representation. Therefore,
there was no occasion in 1930 to raise the
point that is being raised now, because
there was no difference between the two
plans at the time. There would have
been a difference in 1920 and there is one
in 1940, but in 1930 there was no differ-
ence. Congress, therefore, did nothing
in 1930, and, by virtue of doing nothing,
the method used in the last preceding
apportionment automatically became
applicable. As a result, the apportion-
ment was made in 1930 in accordance
with the method of major fractions,
which produced the same apportionment
as would have been produced by the
method of equal proportions.

Now we come to our present situation,
with one intervening incident. In 1933
the Constitution had been changed as to
the time when the Congress should meet.
It was provided that Congress would
meet on January 3, 1940, instead of De-
cember 1940, following the 1940 census.
Obviously it was not possible for the
census count to be ready by January 3,
and, therefore, the law was amended so
as to provide that within 1 week after the
meeting of the next Congress, namely,
on January 3, 1941, the President should
certify his computations to the Congress
and that within 60 days after that date
Congress should elect between the two
plans,

When the apportionments were com-
puted on the 1940 census it then became
clear that under both plans there would
be many changes, but the two plans
would work out alike in all cf these
changes, except that under equal pro-
portions plan, the apportionment would
leave Arkansas and Michigan as they
were and under the major fractions plan
the apportionment would give Michigan
one more Representative and Arkansas
one less Representative.

Under those circumstances, it became
of some importance to choose between the
two plans. The House of Representa-
tives on February 18, 1941, I believe, s
I recall the date, elected under this pro-
cedure to choose the equal-proportions
method, as it had a right to do. The
bill then came to the Senate. The Sen-
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ate was discussing the lend-lease bill,
The last day on which the Senate could
act on the measure within the 60-day
limit was March 8, 1941, On March 7
and March 8 the Senate was voting all
day on the lend-lease bill, and the mat-
ter never did come to the floor of the
Senate before March 8, 1941, There-
upon, by virtue, not of a consideration of
its merits by the Senate but by virtue of
international circumstances such as they
were, the 60-day period expired, and no
action was taken, with the result that
the 1910 method of major fractions again
became applicable, although the House of
Representatives, which was most vitally
affected, had elected to proceed under the
equal-proportions plan. Consequently,
when this matter comes up today, it is
not a matter of gerrymandering; it is a
matter of acting now with the same
freedom as could have been exercised
before March 8 if there had not been
other matters before the Senate which
precluded any consideration of the hill at
all by the Senate. The Senate should
now proceed to select the plan for appor-
tionment under the 1940 census and to
determine for the future which plan
shall be wused. It therefore becomes
necessary to examine the bill, which con-
tains several vitally important provisions.

In section 1 the first thing it does is
to substitute a single standard for a
double standard. It selects permanently
the equal-proportions method to be ap-
plied to the 1950 census and thereafter.
Next it adapts the procedure of section 1
to this single standard.

It provides, among other things, that
the clerk, after having received a deter-
mination of what the apportionment
shall be, shall within 15 days, give notice
to the executive of each State, stating
the number of Representatives to be al-
lotted to that State. There is then a
change made in the detail of the act
which I need not discuss here, except to
say, for the benefit of the Recorp, that in
the former act it was provided that in the
absence of the clerk, this notice should
be given by the officer who, under section
32 or 33 of the Revised Statutes, is
charged with the preparation of the rolls
of Representatives-elect. An examina-
tion of the statutes shows that that offi-
cer is an officer of the preceding Congress,
and therefore, in order to eliminate that
difficulty, it is now provided that in the
absence of the clerk it shall be done by
the Sergeant at Arms, or in his absence,
by the Doorkeeper of the House of Repre-
sentatives of the current Congress, those
being the same officers who formerly
would have been named as officers of the
preceding Congress.

In subsection (¢) of section 1 it is pre-
scribed what shall take place in a State
that receives a change of its apportion-
ment before it has provided new districts
to fit the new apportionment. This mere-
ly writes into the law the situation as it
seems to be now settled by decisions of the
courts. It clarifies and lends authority
to the existing practice.

Now section-2: This section does not
gerrymander anything. Section 2 merely
makes applicable now, before the next
session of the Congress and before the
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next election, the rule determined on, on
its merits under section 1. If we were de-
termining section 2 first, and then were
trying to conform our permanent policy,
to that choice, that would be one thing;
but if, as the senior Senator from Michi-
gan [Mr. VanpEnBERG] has indicated, the
permanent policy for the United States,
from now on is to be, as I believe it should
be, on the authorities I shall quote, the
equal-proportions plan, then, having
made our decision upon principle there
certainly is not a reason for saying that
the application of the sound principle of
the future to the present is a gerry-
mander of anything.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
may I ask the Senator one question, and
one only?

Mr, BURTON. Certainly,

Mr., VANDENBERG. I compliment
the Senator upon the very able historical
presentation he is making of the subject.
On his final comment, however, I want
to ask him this question:

Does he think this bill would be here
at all if the only motive were a tre-
mendous loyalty to the mathematical su-
periority of the system of egual propor-
tions; or is not the bill here in order to
transfer one seat in Congress contrary
to the terms of existing law? Is not that
the reason why the bill is here; and does
not that prove that it is a political move,
and not the magnificent thing to which
I know the Senator from Ohio himself is
deeply wedded?

Mr. BURTON. Speaking from a neu-
tral State, let me point out what I think
the situation is.

The reason why the bill is here is be-
cause the act of 1929 forced upon the
Congress the obligation of electing be-
tween two different methods of appor-
tionment when there was a difference
between them. It became necessary for
the Congress to elect or not elect under
those circumstances. Therefore, in 1941
it became appropriate that a bill be in-
troduced—whether by someone repre-
senting Michigan or Arkansas or some-
one else—providing that Congress should
make its selection. The situation today
is that because the Senate was unable to
reach this issue under the existing stat-
ute by March 8, it is now highly appro-
priate that the Senate reach the issue
on its merits now that there is time to
consider it on the merits. There still is
ample time before the next election in
the several States. Necessarily, every
time there has to be a choice between
one method or the other under the exist-
ing statute, it will affect one State or
another. The existing law—which I
commend the Senator for putting into
our system—nevertheless carries with it
a certain vice, namely, that every 10
years, for a period of 60 days after cer-
tification of the figures to Congress, there
will be forced upon Congress this particu-
lar controversy. My contention now is
that we should eliminate that double
standard, put in one standard, and, hav-
ing determined that question on the
merits, and on the merits alone, we
should not now dissuade ourselves from
putting it into effect at once merely be-
cause it has a certain effect upon certain
States at this time.
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Mr, BARKLEY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BURTON. Yes, sir.

Mr. BARKLEY. I am not sure that I
fully understand the Senator’s conten-
tion with respect to the act of 1929. I
served in the House of Representatives
for a good many years, and on two occa-
sions during my membership we had be-
fore us the question of apportionment
among the States of the Members of the
House. The House of Representatives
had become so unwieldy that nobody
really wanted to increase its membership,
as it had been increased every 10 years
prior to that time, in order that no State
should lose a Member of the House; and
that more or less artificial increase every
10 years was kept up largely because
States which were about to lose Repre-
sentatives naturally protested.

1 have forgotten whether it was in
1920, but I think it was as a result of the
census of 1920 that the House of Repre-
sentatives determined, and the Senate
concurred, that there should be no in-
crease in the membership of the House.
Many States lost Members because of o
disproportionate increase in population
in some States. My own State lost two
Members of the House in 1920. The leg-
islature did not redistrict, and they all
had to be elected from the State at large.
The sentiment being pretty general that
there ought not to be any increase in the
membership of the House—if I had my
way about it, after serving there 14 years,
I would decrease the membership of the
House rather than increase it—having
reached that conclusion, they undertook
to provide a formula -that would prevent
the temptation thereafter to increase the
membership of the House in order to take
care of local situations. In that attempt,
if I correctly understand the Senator,
they rather more or less left in the air
still the question of major fractions and
equal proportions, so that every 10 years
the House still is confronted with the
question of whether it would stand by
one method or the other. Is that cor-
rect?

Mr. BURTON. That is correct.

Mr. BARELEY. That presupposed
that at the end of every decennial census
Congress would take some kind of ac-
tion, because they had to make a de-
cision; so that it was really not an au-
tomatic, perpetual law that was put into
effect, which by itself took care of the
situation as it arose every 10 years.

Mr. BURTON. Except that the act
did say that if the Congress failed to
reach a conclusion as to which method
they choose, the apportionment should
then be made under “the method used
in the last preceding apportionment.”
To that extent it was automatic.

Mr. BARKLEY. Yes; that is true; but
it still left it open to Congress to decide
one way or the other.

1 am not personally interested in the
controversy between Michigan and Ar-
kansas as States. It just so happens
that the population increase in those
States brings about this controversy. As
a matter of precedent, I am not con-
cerned about it one way or the other, and
I would not inject myself into a con-
troversy between the two States on that
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score; but I have always had a feeling
that inasmuch as this question involved
the membership of the House alone, we
ought to give great deference to the
viewpoint of the House in determining
its own membership and the method by
which they were to be apportioned and
elected; and I think that is a reasonable
view to take of the matter. Does the
Senator give any weight to that sug-
gestion?

Mr, BURTON. I think that is true;
but I also think that under the Con-
stitution we have a grave responsibility
on our own account to perform.

Mr. BARKLEY. Oh, yes; we have a
joint responsibility in regard to that, too;
but, so far as I know. the Senate has
never attempted to change the viewpoint
of the House with respect to the num-
ber of men who shail serve there. All
during these years, when they increased
their membership every 10 years so as
to take care of these local situations,
the Senate did not interfere with the
action of the House, and it might not
have done so in 1920 if there had been
an increase in the membership, which
there was not, so that the gquestion did
not arise. But I cannot avoid the feel-
ing, and it may have some effect on my
vote, that on a matter of this sort, in-
volving the membership of the House,
though we cannot escape our responsi-
bility, the burden of proof is on some-
body to prove to me that the House is
wrong in determining the method by
which its own membership shall be se-
lected.

Mr. BURTON. It would be fair to state
to the Senator that the pending bill as it
now stands does go a bit further than
that of mere election. When the House
voted on February 18, 1941, they did
choose the equal-proportions method for
the 1940 census. That is as far as they
had to go under the statute, and that is
as far as they did go. Now that that
period has gone by, and we act upon it
new, we would go further and propose to
change the fundamental law and adopt
the equal-proportions method from now
on, beginning in 1950, and then, we say,
that inasmuch as we have determined on
it from now on, we see no reason why we
should not apply it to the 1940 census at
the present time, and that conforms to
the choice made by the House on Feb-
ruary 18, 1941.

Mr. BARKLEY. This bill, as I read it,
applies to the Eighty-second Congress.

Mr. BURTON. The first section does.

Mr. BARKLEY. To the Eighty-second
Congress, and therefore dees not take ef-
fect until after the next decennial census
in 1950; but the second section would
make it in a sense retroactive, to take
effect under the 1940 census.

Mr. BURTON. Let me say to the Sen~
ator that I believe it is a misnomer to say
“retroactive,” because we are acting on
the matter at just about the same time
that every Congress has heretofore acted
upon the question of apportionment—
that is, before the next election following
the census. It would be retroactive if it
attempted to proceed technically under
the present statute; but if we are chang-
ing the statute and are to have a single
standard from now on, it seems to me it
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is not retroactive, and is amply in proper
time.

Mr. BARKLEY. It is probably retroac-
tive only as compared to 1950, but it does
take effect on the basis of the 1940 census.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr, President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURTON. Yes.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I desire to make
a suggestion to the Senator. I am per-
fectly willing to agree with him, as I in-
dicated in my presentation of this sub-
ject, that it is to the advantage of the
automatic reapportionment law to elimi-
nate the optional methods. I have told
him that repeatedly.

Therefore I agree to the first half of the
bill, and I agree that the first half, stand-
ing by itself, does what the Senator indi-
cates, namely, eliminates one further,
final friclion which might interfere with
the subsequent automatic operation of
the law.

As the Senator knows, my objection is
to section 2, which, in spite of his dis-
claimer, I insist is retroactive legislation,
because it definitely applies after the
formula which exists in the statute was
written and became effective in respect
to this year’s reapportionment. My sole
objection is to the vice of reaching back
into this situation and remodeling the
representation in Congress to fit a politi-
cal situation. Why can we not agree on
the fundamental principle to which the
Senator devotes his great loyalty, and let
us unanimously pass section 1, and then
let us have the able Senator from Ohio
join me in eliminating section 2, which is
the vice involved? Then we will have a
happy conclusion, to which both of us,
in our virtue, can yield our fidelity.

Mr, BURTON. Replying to the Sena-
tor, the reason for not joining in the com-
promise is that, having determined upon
“equal proportions” as being the sound
and proper basis of representation for the
people of Arkansas and Michigan from
1950 on, it seems to me we are not justi-
fied on any principle in not applying it to
their next intervening elections. There
will be five elections between now and
that of 1952, and if the principle is good
in 1952, following the 1950 census, the
principle is good now. There are argu-
ments affecting the existing situation into
which I need not go, but the one I have
stated is the one upon the consideration
of which I think the Senator should be
moved to stay with me, instead of insist-
ing that there be a variation from the
principle based on proper mathematics
that we are to adopt for the long future.

Mr. VANDENBERG. If the Senator is
logical in what he now says, then we
would be equally justified in taking our
new tax law, which we say is essential to
provide adequate appropriations for the
defense of the United States, and apply
it backward to the incomes of 1940 and
1939 because we need the money. If it is
good law now, it would have been good
law then. Why not apply it?

Mr. BURTON Not at all, because sec-
tion 1 sets up a matter of principle, and
we have nof reached the point where it
has discommoded or changed anything
under the existing law. We have ample
time, at this date, before the primaries,
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and before the elections for the next Con-
gress, to apply the sound principle to it.
It is not retroactive in anything except in
the Senator’s idea that it goes back over
the step by which notices now have gone
out to the country based upon the failure
of Congress to make any choice within
the 60-day period presented by the exist-
ing law. But there have not been
changes of position by anyone. If we
can adopt the proper principle for the
election in 1952 and all thereafter, I see
no reason why we should not adopt the
proper principle for those that intervene.

Mr. VANDENBERG. 1 shall not in-
terrupt the Senator further, but I merely
wish to observe that under section 2
there is opportunity for a gerrymander;
and if we are to change the statute. it
has to be retroactive.

Mr. BURTON. Just one word about
the term “gerrymander.” I understand
it takes its name from the fact that Gov.
Elbridge Gerry, of Massachusetts, at one
time secured a rearrangement of voting
districts to favor the party in power.
In the instant case we have just the op-
posite of gerrymandering, because we
are adopting, in section 2, a principle
which has been approved by the most sci-
entific students of representation there
are in the United States. It is the op-
posite of a gerrymander, it is an attempt
to apply the most equitable basis possible.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. BURTON. 1 yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I promised the
Se: s.tor not to interrupt him again, but
I am forced to because of my insistence
on the other magnificent panel of tech-
nicians. I am sure they are entitled to
the same consideration the Senator gives
to his, and to be considered along with
the experts he is now about to quote.

Mr. BURTON. I should be glad to
have the Senator bring forward those ex-
perts, because when I have read from
those I am about to quote it will be recog-
nized that they are the ones who are
naturally recognized, because of the cir-
cumstances under which they make their
representations.

I now call to the attention of the Sen-
ate, and I wish to have them clearly
stated in the Recorp, several brief state-
ments from authorities whose gqualifica-
tions all Senators readily will recognize,
First I call attention to the report of the
Advisory Committee to the Director of
the Census in 1921. In brief, this Census
Advisory Committee states:

The method of equal proportions, con-
sistent as it is with the literal meaning of
the words of the Constitution, is logically
superior to the method of major fractions.
(ConcrEssioNaL Recorp, April 7, 1926.)

Next I refer to the report of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences in 1929, pre-
pared, I may say, at the request of
Speaker Nicholas Longwortn, of the
House of Representatives. On this con-
troversial question it concluded thus:

The methcd of equal proportions is pre-
ferred by the committee liecause it satisfies
the test (of proportionality) when applied
either to the sizes of congressional districts
or to numbers of Representatives per person,
and because it occupies mathematically a
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neutral position with respect to emphasis on
larger and smalier States. (CONGRESSIONAL
Recorp, March 2, 1929.)

Laurence F. Schmeckebier, at page 72
of his excellent book on Congressional
Apportionment, published in 1941, by
the Brookings Institution, says this:

The Constitution contemplates equality,
but as it is impossible to attaln absolute
mathematical equality, the apportionment
must be such as to reduce ineguality to a
minimum., * * * both the weight of au-
thority and the equity of apportionment indi-
cate that the method of equal proporticns
is more desirable than any other method that
has been devised.

Prof. Zechariah Chafee, of the Harvard
Law School, in an article on Congres-
sional Reapportionment, published in the
Harvard Law Review, volume 42, 1929,
pages 1015-1047, says the following:

Of the political factors already considered,
none weighs appreciably against the method
of equal proportions., It remains to state the
strongest political argument in its favor. The
preservation of a respect for law will, in the
long run, be best obtained by the adoption
of the plan which is least likely to produce a
sense of unfairness in those who are forced
to cbey legislation. Each successive reappor-
tionment will cause an increasingly critical
examination of inequalities by the States
which lose seats. Consequently, the mathe-
matical superiority of the method of equal
proportions is aleo a political merit. Because
of its mathematical soundness, it is the meth-
od which can best stand up under this un-
avoidable and intense critical examination.

Dr. E. V. Huntington, of the depart-
ment of mathematics of Harvard Univer-
sity, writing in A Survey of Methods of
Apportionment in Congress, presented to
the Senate by the Senator from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. WaLsH] and ordered print-
ed on October 7, 1940, stated:

It was not until 1921 that a satisfactory
mathematical analysis became available,
This led directly to the method of equal pro=-
portions, which has since been approved by
the highest sclentific authorities (p. iii).

In Dr. Huntington’s letter to the mem-
bers of the Committee on Commerce of
th;adSenate, dated February 22, 1941, he
said:

If Congress desires to equalize the con-
gressional districts as far as possible among
the States, the method of equal proportions
will always give a better result than the
method of major fractions.

He illustrates this by saying that under
the major-fractions method, under the
1940 census, the difference between
Arkansas and Michigan would be 11.26
percent, and under the equal-propor-
tions method the difference would be
11.02 percent.

Again I quote from Dr. Huntington:

If Congress desires to equalize the number
of Representatives per million inhabitants as
far as pcssible among the several States, the
method of equal proportions will always give
a8 better result, on a percentage basis, than
the method of major fractions,

Finally, I cite Dr. Calvert L. Dedrick,
now Chief Statistician of the Statistical
Research Division of the Bureau of the
Census, who, while not attempting to ad-
vise on the question of policy, has ap-
proved equal proportions as the most
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scientific method. In a statement to the
committee he approved, as the definition
of “equal proportions,” the statement
contained in Senate Document 504, is-
sued by the Seventy-sixth Congress, third
session, as follows:

The method of equal proportions may be
defined as the only method which will appor-
tion a given number of Representatives
among the several States so that the ratios
of population to Representatives, and also
the ratios of Representatives to population,
shall be as equal as may be among the several
States.

That completes the citation of author-
ities for the equal-proportions method,
and I believe they will be convincing to
anyone who is seeking the mathematical
soundness of the result. ]

In concluding, and referring to section
2 of the bill, I believe that if we approve
section 1 on prineciple, section 2 should
also be approved on principle, first, be-
cause it is right for the reasons just
stated; second, because it also happens to
be most convenient under the present
circumstances.

Ordinarily hard conditions make hard
law. In this case hard conditions make
good law, because in this case if we follow
the method of equal proportions, which
is the sounder method. we then leave the
representation of both States which have
been mentioned precisely as it is, whereas
if we adopt the other method, which is
not as good, under these authorities, then
we disturb the existing representation.
In Arkansas, in particular, where there
would be a reduction of one Representa-
tive in Congress, we would force them
into an election at large, which would
result in much more expense, for filing
fees and the like, and create considerable
hardship for all candidates for Congress
in that State in 1942.

Third. It has been passed already by
the House of Representatives, which fs,
of course, primarily concerned in this
matter.

Fourth, It does not seek to overthrow
the rule of the 1929 law. It merely seeks
to apply that rule and apply it in accord-
ance with sound principle.

I believe, therefore, that the Senate
owes it to itself to make it clear at this
time that it is simplifying the procedure,
and that it is favoring the most scientific
method, not only for the long future, but
now.

Mr. President, at this point, immedi-
ately following my remarks on House bill
2665, I ask unanimous consent to have
printed in the Recorp an article by Cal-
vert L. Dedrick, chief statistician of sta-
tistical research of the Bureau of the
Census, entitled “Some Essentials of Ap-
portionment Methods,” which mathemat-
ically demonstrates the application of
these several principles to the cases in
Michigan and Arkansas.

There being no objection, the article
was ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

SoME ESSENTIALS OF APPORTIONMENT METHODS
(By Calvert L. Dedrick)

Let us begin our discussion of methods of
apportionment by assuming that a distribus=
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tlon of the 435 seats in the House of Repre-
sentatives has been made; for example, table
1 of the President’s message on apportion-
ment.!

We can test this distribution by a very
simple process of arithmetic, requiring only
a knowledge of division, subtraction, and
decimals. Our alm will be to get a better
or more equitable distribution of seats by
taking a Representative away from one Stlate
and giving it to another, It is obvious, of
course, that we are assuming that the size of
the House is fixed at a definite number—In
this instance, 435 Members—but it could be
any number larger than 48 and smaller than
43433

We need not consider how a better dis-
tribution of seats could be obtained by in-
creasing the size of the House and thus shift-
ing the border-line States, for that problem
is political, not mathematical.

The gentleman from Arkansas says, “We
now have 7 Members and a population of
1,949,387. Michigan has 17 Members and &
population of 5,256,106, By the method of
major fractions you propose to take a Mem-
ber away from Arkansas and give it to
Michigan, Why?"”

The answer is slmple. Table 1 indicates
that with 7 Representatives and 1,949,387
people, Arkansas has 3.56809 votes in the
House of Representatives for each 1,000,000
people. Michigan, with 17 Representatives
for 5,256,106 people, has only 3.2343 votes in
the House for each 1,000,000 people. Michi-
gan is underrepresented by 0.35666 votes
per million people as compared with Arkan-
gas. This is determined by subtracting
Michigan’s ratio from that for Arkansas. If
a Representative is taken away from Arkan-
sas and given to Michigan, the ratios will be:
Arkansas, 3.0779; Michigan, 3.4246. Arkan-
sas is now underrepresented by 0.3467
votes per million people as compared with
Michigan., But the transfer has reduced the
difference between the States from 0.3566 to
0.3467; that is, the absolute amount of
underrepresentation has been made smaller.
It would be ideal to have no difference at
all, but in the absence of an ideal situation
we should attempt to make the disparity as
small as possible.

TasLE 1.—Comparison of Representatives per
million people

Before transler| After transfer

1940
popula-
tion

Repre-| Repre-
Repre-| senta- | Repre-| senta-
senta- | tives | senta- | tives

tives | per tives er
million mﬁlluu

5, 256, 100 17| 3.2343 3. 4243
1, 949, 387 7| 8.5909 6| 3.0779

-
o0

Absolute dif-

=

“But,” says the gentleman from Arkansas,
“I am thinking of how big our congressional
districts will be if we have only 6. With a
population of 1,849,387 and 7 Represent-
atives, each of us has an average district
of 278,484 people; with only 6 Members, we
would have an average district of 324,898.
On the other hand, the average population
per district in Michigan would be decreased
from 309,183 to 202,006. Now, let me ghow
you some simple arithmetic:

« 3467

1 H. Doc. No. 45, T7th Cong., 1st sess.

2 The Constitution requires that each State
be given at least 1 Representative and limits
the number fo 1 for each 30,000 people in a
State,
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TaBLE 2—Comparison of average congres-
sional districts

L

After trans-
fer

Before trans-
fer

1540
opu
Rtion Repre- Aﬂ“”'
senta- d%:-
tives | ot

Repre- Aﬂ"';'“
senta- dfﬁ'

tives trict

71309, 183 181202, 006

Michigan. .....|5, 256,
278, 484 6 324, 8IS

Arkansas.......
Absolute dif-

L
o
=

=
1=

30, 660 32, 802

“To use the same reasoning as before,
ideally there should be no difference at all,
and, in the absence of an ideal situation, we
should try to get the smallest possible differ-
ence, By shifting a Representative from
Arkansas to Michigan (as required by the
method of major fractions) you have in-
creased the absolute amount of difference
between the average congressional district in
the two States.”

The gentleman is right. The method of
major fractions does not equalize as nearly as
possible the average congressional districts
among the States. It only equalizes the votes
in the House of Representatives per million
people in the States.

There is a method which we might call
that of “equalized districts.” It equalizes as
nearly as possible the congressional districts
of the States, if the inequality between aver-
age districts is measured as an absolute dif-
ference. The reason this method is not
mentioned in the apportionment law is Its
awesome title; it is the method of the har-
monic.mean.

By this method Arkansas should retain its
present 7 seats and Michigan its 17 seats.

Now comes a gentleman from Michigan to
say, and with some mathematical and legal
justification, “The measure of difference
should be in terms of votes in the House of
Representatives per million people in the
State. Therefore we should use the major-
fractions method.” Equally justified is the
gentleman from Arkansas when he says, “No;
the measure of difference should be in terms
of the average size of a congressional district.
Therefore we should use the harmonic-mean
method.”

Let us nmow introduce a mathematician.
His remarks on the subject would be some-
what like this: “You are really interested in
securing a method which will make the dif-
ference between the two ratios as small as
possible. You should consider using the per-
centage of difference instead of the absolute
amount of difference,

“If the gentleman from Michigan and the
gentleman from Arkansas would only agree
that the object of apportionment was to get
the smallest relative (1. e., percentage) dif-
ference in their measures of ‘fairness’ they
would get precisely the same answer.”

To use the above examples:
TABLE 3.—Comparison of percent differences
Before | After
Measura transfer | transfer
Representatives per million peo
l;m table 1): 2 pesple
T e S S e 3. 2343 3, 4245
Arl 3. 5000 3.0779
Percent diffy 11.02 11. 26
Average size of district (from table 2):
Michigan 300, 183 | 292 006
Ark 278,484 | 324, 508
Percent diff 1102 1.28

The method which equalizes as far as pos-
sible the congressional districts of any two
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Btates (and therefore of all States), and at
the same time equalizes as far as possible the
representation per million people, the dis-
parity in each case being measured as a
relative or percentage difference, is the
method of equal proportions.

“The method of équal proportions may be
defined as the only method which will ap-
portion a given number of Representatives
among the several States, so that the ratios
of population to Representatives, and also the
ratios of Representatives to population, shall
be as equal as may be among the several
States.” (8. Doc. No. 304, 76th Cong., 3d
sess., p. 6.)

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE

A message from the House of Repre-
sentatives, by Mr. Chaffee, one of its
reading clerks, communicated to the Sen-
ate the intelligence of the death of
Hon. LaAwreNcE J, CONNERY, late a Rep-
resentative from the State of Massachu-
setts, and transmitted the resolutions of
the House thereon.

NAVAL SALVAGE FACILITIES

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR~-
pock in the chair) laid before the Sen-
ate the amendment of the House of
Representatives to the bill (8. 1731) to
authorize the Secretary of the Navy .o
provide salvage facilities, and for other
purposes, which was, on page 2, line 8,
after the word “funds”, to insert a comma
and “not in excess of $3,000,000 an-
nually,”.

Mr, WALSH. I move that the Sen-
ate concur in the amendment of the
House.

The motion was agreed to.

OUTRIGHT REPEAL OF NEUTRALITY ACT

Mr. BRIDGES obtained the floor.

Mr. WALLGREN. Mr. President, will
the Senator from New Hampshire yield
so that I may suggest the absence of a
quorum?

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the
Senator from New Hampshire yield to the
Senator from Washington for that pur-
pose?

Mr, BRIDGES. 1 yield.

Mr. WALLGREN. I suggest the ab-
sence of a quorum.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk
will call the roll.

The Chief Clerk called the roll, and the
following Senators answered to their
names:

Adams Gerry Peace
Alken Gillette Pepper
Andrews Glass Radcliffe
Balley Green Rosler
Ball Guffey Russell
Barbour Gurney Bchwartz
Barkley Hatch Shipstead

bo Herring Smathers
Brewster Hill Epencer
Bridges Johnson, Calif, Stewart
Brooks Kilgore Taft
Brown La Follette Thomas, Idaho
Bunker Langer Thomas, Ok!a,
Burton Lee Thomas, Utah
Butler McFarland Truman
Capper McEellar Tunnell
Caraway McNary Vandenberg
Chavez Maloney Van Nuys
Clark, Idaho Wallgren
Clark, Mo. Murdock Walsh
Connally Murray Wheeler

er Norris White

Davis Nye Wiley
Doxey O'Daniel
Ellender O’Mahoney
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-
three Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, for the
senior Senator from Vermont [Mr.
AvusTin], the junior Senator from Scuth
Dakota [Mr. GurnNEY], and myself, I
send to the desk an amendment to House
Joint Resolution 237; and I should like
to speak upon the amendment,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
amendment will be stated.

The Cuier CrLErk. It is proposed to
amend the joint resolution (H. J. Res.
237) to repeal section 6 of the Neutrality
Act of 1939, and for other purpcses, by
striking out all after the enacting clause
ia.nd inserting in lieu thereof the follow-

ng:

That the Neutrality Act of 1939 is hereby
repealed; but offenses committed under such
act prior to the date of enactment of this
_]olnt resolution may be prcsecuted and
punished, and suits and proceedings for vio-
lations of such act or any rule or regulation
issued for the enforcement thereof may be
commenced and prosecuted, in the same man-
ner and with the same effect as if such act
had not been repealed.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr. President, in offer-
ing this amendment for the Senator from
Vermont [Mr, AusTIN], the Senator from
South Dakota [Mr. GurNEY], and myself,
I believe we are expressing the wish and
desire of many Americans who hope that
the Neutrality Act which today binds the
hands of this country should be repealed.
In 1937 I was one of six United States
Senators to vote against adoption of the
so-called neutrality legislation. It may
not be out of place to mention who the
six Senators were. They were the Sena-
tor from Vermont [Mr. AustiN], the
Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. GerrY],
the Senator from Californmia [Mr. JOHN-
soN], the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. LopGe]l, and the late Senator from
Idaho, Mr. Borah, and myself, I said
then, and I say now, that no matter how
much peace is desired we cannot legis-
late peace. In such a time of crisis, when
free men and free institutions are being
systematically wiped from the face of the
earth, our Government should not be
hamstrung and shackled by laws of its
own making, laws which were adopted
during a period when wholly different
conditions prevailed.

The House of Representatives has
adopted a resolution calling for the
elimination from the so-called Neutrality
Act of the provision which prohibits the
arming of American merchant vessels.
The Senate is asked to concur in that
resclution that ships flying the American
flag and carrying American materials of
defense to the enemies of the dictator
Hitler may be armed for defense against
attacks by Nazi pirates who lurk on or
beneath waters which traditionally have
been free for our intercourse with other
nations.

I and those on behalf of whom 1 pre-
sent this amendment have from the very
beginning supported every national-de-
fense measure and every national-de-
fense appropriation. We have supported
without exception every measure by
which the material assistance of Ameri-
can industry has been made available to
the defenders of freedom. Our steadfast
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opposition to many of the domestic pol-
icies of the present administration is not
unknown to the Members of this body or
to the American people, but we have long
since recognized that this country is
passing through one of its most troubled
periods, a period which requires the full
devotion of every American to our sys-
tem of government and our way of living.

In offering this amendment to House
Joint Resolution 237 I feel we are keep-
ing faith with the patriots who founded
this Nation and created our heritage of
freedom and progress. I feel that we are
keeping faith with the vast majority of
Americans whose intent it is that this
Nation shall remain forever independent
and free, that this Nation shall not be
called upon to exist as the sole bulwark of
democratic life in a world enslaved by
Nazi conquerers. The Congress of the
United States is duty bound here and now
to subscribe to a truth which is alto-
gether self-evident to most Americans.

‘ That truth is that the so-called Neu-

trality Act has been and is detrimental
to the best interests of the United States.
It is my judgment and the judgment
of many Americans that if the so-called
Neutrality Act had not been placed upon
the statute books of this country in 1937
we might have avoided the present Euro-
pean war. I cannot make that as a defi-
nite assertion, but it might have been
possible to avoid that European war.
When we by almost unanimous vote of
both branches of Congress, and with the
American people and the administration
behind us, passed the Neutrality Act we
served upon Hitler a notice that the
green light was on in America and that
he could proceed without any great in-
terference from us. In other words, we
advised Hitler that he could proceed with
his published schedule of conquest with-
out fear that the American people would
in any way attempt to obstruct his march.
By the adoption of the so-called Neu-
trality Act we served notice upon all free
men in the world that should they face
attack or defeat they could expect no as-
sistance from this free nation. The Neu-
trality Act was the signal for Hitler to
go ahead. It is an encouragement for
appeasement today for those few inde-
pendent nations which have not yet felt
the heels of the conqueror. The Neu-
trality Act was prompted by a people and
adopted by a government desperately
anxicus to stay at peace and to avoid in-
cidents which might mean war. The
Neutrality Act, in my judgment, contrib-
uted to the cause of the war; and in spite
of the act, American merchant ships have
been sunk, American warships have been
attacked and torpedoed, American citi-
zens have been killed, and the act has
prevented this Government and this peo-
ple from giving free men the most ef-
fective aid in their stand against Hitler-
ism. The act is today a glaring incon-
sistency with a more recently estabiished
policy of our Government and our peo-
ple, and today it shackles our freedom of
aciion in the defense of our national se-
curity. The Neutrality Act is today what
I said in 1937—it would be a failure.
Theodore Roosevelt once said, “Nine-
tenths of wisdom consists of being wise
on time.” We believe that there is yet
time to render effective aid to those who
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would stop Hitler in his tracks. We be-
lieve that such effective aid can be made
possible by the outright repeal of the
Neutrality Act and by facing the present
situation and future developments with
measures prompted by our experiences in
recent years and months.

The repeal of the Neutrality Act would
have most important repercussions in all
parts of the world where American inter-
ests are so vitally at stake. German suc-
cesses in Russia are tempting Japan to
strike at Siberia and are seriously affect-
ing the morale of the Allies as well as
the policy of France, Turkey, and other
countries. Outright repeal of the Neu-
trality Act, by its evidence of America’s
determination to protect her interests,
would exert a powerful influence on
Japan, It would tend directly to restrain

‘her from spreading this war over the

Pacific. It would thus be a most prac-
tical step to avert American involvement
upon both oceans.

Our sincere and able Secretary of State,
Cordell Hull, put it well when he said:

The blunt truth is that the world is steadily
being dragged downward and backward by the
mightiest movement of conquest ever at-
tempted in all history, Armed and militant
predatory forces are marching across conti-
nents and invading the seas, leaving desola-
tion in thelr wake. With them rides a policy
of frightfulness, pillage, murder, and calcu-
lated cruelty which fills all eivilized mankind
with horror and indignation. * * * If
the 16 nations that already have been over-
run and enslaved could break their enforced
sllence and speak to us, they would cry out
in a single voice, “Do not delay your defense
until it 1s tco late.”

The cry “Do not delay your defense un-
til it is too late” contains the cry of the
vast majority of Americans and the ma-
jority of their representatives in this
Government, “Do not delay the repeal of
this ill-conceived, unsuccessful, unwork-
able, and evaded Neutrality Act until it
is too late.”

We must do more than release fingers.
We must release the hands. Haliway
measures bring to us even greater dangers
and make the future of our Nation even
less secure., We who put forward this
amendment believe that the Congress of
the Untied States will be continuing to
gamble with the safety and security of
this Nation if outright repeal of the Neu-
trality Act is further delayed. The
American Nation has dedicated its mate-
rial resources to the proposition of assist-
ing freemen in their defense against the
forces of scientific barbarism. The whole
Neutrality Act, not merely the provisicn
against the arming of merchant vessels,
is absolutely contrary to that proposition
and to America’s traditions of freedom
and progress.

There is not one of us who, if he knew
that in the shrub beside his door one
waited to kill him in the darkness of the
night, would not arm himself before he
walked that way. There is not one of us
who would not release any shackle that
would prevent the defense of his person.
Today, at the very threshold of this con-
tinent, prowling the sea, lurks a menace
to Americans and American rights. In
my judgment, action upon the Neutrality
Act should come, and come quickly.
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As men who love their country’s free-
dom, as men who want their country’s
future to be secure, we must today be
willing to discard any act which shackles
us in our effort to help the forces of de-
cency and honor prevail against Hitler-
ism

In offering this amendment to House
Joint Resolution 237, we speak with a
frankness the American people want and
expect, and we point out the road that
America wants and should now take.
The safety and security of the United
States demand that on the question of
the repeal of the so-called Neutrality Act
there shall be no compromise; there shall
be no middle ground. The American
people do not want app@isement. The
day of taking action piecemeal is over.
The day has come to be frank with the
American people, with the country at
large, and to meet the vital issues
squarely.

Mr. President, I think the American
people have a very definite choice and the
Congress of the United States has a defi-
nite choice. It is a choice between un-
tying fingers or untying hands. In my
judgment, only by untying hands can we
intelligently and effectively eliminate
threats now present and threats yet to
come to America.

We have now pending before the Sen-
ate House Joint Resolution 237, on which
the House has acted. It has been re-
ferred to the Foreign Relations Commit-
tee of the United States Senate. Appar-
ently there is general agreement to go
forward with thc repeal of one section
of that act. In my judgment, it would
be much better, to face the facts, and to
meet the issue squarely by repealing the
entire act.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. BRIDGES. Certainly.

Mr. DANAHER. Let me commend the
Senator from New Hampshire for what
he describes as a frank approach to the
objective which he and those associated
with him seek; but, while on that sub-
ject, let me ask the Senator if he contem-
plates asking for hearings on his pro-
posed amendment before the Committee
on Foreign Relations?

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes;1do.

Mr. DANAHER. Dees the Senator not
feel that such hearings should be equally
frank and open as the Senator’s espousal
of his objective?

Mr. BRIDGES. Yes; I do.

Mr. DANAHER. Does the Senator
know that the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations only this very day voted, by a vote
of 12 to 9, to preclude the possibility of
any public hearings on this particular
subject?

Mr. BRIDGES. 1 do not.

Mr. DANAHER. Let me ask the Sen-
ator whether he does not feel, with such
an issue so vitally affecting the intimate
and immediate concerns of the Ameri-
can people, that there should be frank
and open hearings and all the facts put
before the American people?

Mr. BRIDGES. I do. I believe the
hearings should be open on the subject,
and I believe in placing it squarely before
the American people and not attack a
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major problem that is fundamental to
our interest in a piecemeal fashion.

Mr, DANAHER. Let me say to the
Senator that is an American statement,
and when we find an abuse of power by
a majority in control of a committee ab-
solutely considering in secret a subject
matter of such concern to the American
people by such a vote as was taken in
that committee this morning, there is,
indeed, real need for us to wonder
whether we are following here the princi-
ples of freedom which we would espouse
throughout the rest of the world?

Let me ask the Senator from New
Hampshire another question, if he will,
please. Does the Senator know with ref-
erence to this armed-ship proposal which
as he says lamely and not of itself ade-
quately goes to the heart of the issue
before us, that there never was a sub-
marine sunk by an armed merchant ves-
sel during the last World War?

Mr. BRIDGES. I know of no armed
merchantmen that sunk a submarine, but
many of them were enabled by being
armed to defend themselves against sub-
marines and keep submarines at a dis-
tance.

Mr. DANAHER., Does the Senator
know that we armed some 395 American
merchantmen during the last World
War?

Mr. BRIDGES. 1 do.

Mr, DANAHER. So that when the
Senator knows such facts it is perfectly
apparent to him, is it not, that the pro-
cedure by which the Senate is being asked
to take action in the matter of the Neu-
trality Act, simply to repeal section 6,
does not adequately or honestly phrase
or frame the issue which should be pre-
sented at this time?

Mr. BRIDGES. That is right.

Mr. DANAHER. I thank the Senator.

Mr., GURNEY. Mr. President, be-
cause of my firm conviction that the Neu-
trality Act of 1939 is a detriment to the
best interests of the United States I have
joined with the senior Senator from Ver-
mont [Mr. AusTIN] and the senior Sena-
tor from New Hampshire [Mr. BRIDGES]
in offering the amendment seeking its
repeal.

It is my sincere, firm belief that we
have come to the limit of compromise.
We can no longer capitulate; we can no
longer gamble with the present and fu-
ture welfare of this Nation. We are faced
with a great decision. Here and now, we
must decide either to put aside the policy
so far followed, of halfway measures,
in an effort to half help our friends and
at the same time_half placate our avowed
enemies, or we must definitely state that
our help to the beleaguered nations shall
be withheld.

For my part, I am convinced that we
have but one course. This country faces
disaster if Hitler wins. I am convinced
we cannot live as a free nation in a nazi-
fied world, Either we will become a per-
manent armed camp, or conform to Hit-
ler’s form of government. Either alter-
native is repugnant to true Americans.

In proposing to repeal the clause of the
Neutrality Act which forbids the arming
of merchant vessels, we are guilty of
another halfway measure. Its purpose
is ostensibly fo give such American ves=-
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sels a better chance to survive against
the submarine and dive bomber. Actu-
ally, we all know, the purpose is to batter
assure the delivery of much-needed mu-
nitions of war to Britain. It is obvious
that Britain must have increased deliv-
eries. It is further obvious that she can-
not survive unless lend-lease materials
are actually delivered in greatly increased
guantities. We know that the best that
can be hoped for under even nominally
increased deliveries is a stalemate with
Hitler. We know that anything short
of complete victory is complete defeat.

Knowing these things, we are now
asked to pass another halfway measure,
Such action will inevitably bring disaster.
It can only hold off the fateful day, and
that not for long.

Mr. President, I say again we have
come to the limit of compromise, We
must cease compromising with those who
control the hands of labor. We must
cease compromising with the timid and
short-sighted who cannot read the hand-
writing on the wall. Write the facts in
letters so high that “he who runs may
read.” We are even now at the cross-
roads. One road leads to the graveyard
where the free governments of many na-
tions already lie buried. The other leads
to certain survival for this country, and
resurrection for those now lying crushed
under the iron cross.

The neutrality law precipitated the
might of Hitler at the throat of free
people. I voted for it, and thought it was
right. It seemed logical 2 years ago. To-
day it stands out as a colossal error. It
stands in the way of this country put-
ting forth its full power against the
Frankenstein monster that threatens to
destroy the world as we know and love it.

If it is a hindrance, if it is wrong, then
it is all wrong. Let us not remove it in
part. Let us tear it up root and branch,
and take it out of the stream down which
flows our mighty production of food and
munitions to the nations to whom they
are pledged. Our neutrality law and
Adolf Hitler have said, “You shall not
pass.” As Americans we cannot violate
a law that we ourselves have passed. Re-
move it, and we will deal with the threats
of Hitler as freemen always deal with
pirates and tyrants.

It is time to take full steps in the nec-
essary defense of our country. If those
steps lead in the direction of war, I say,
they are stil: necessary. Let us repeal
the Neutrality Act in its entirety, and
thus announce to the world that in the
preservation of our freedom and in the
defense of all principles on which our
Government is based we are through
with halfway measures.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Mr. President,
I ask whether the amendment of tha
Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
Bripces] is to be referred to the Foreign
Relations Committee or whether it is to
lie on the table.

The PRESIDING OFFICTR. Without
objection, the amendment will be printed
and referred to the Committee on For-
eign Relations.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Then I think
that out of fairness to that committee
and the action which it took today, I
should at least point out that this is



8062

the first time this joint resolution has
been brought before the Senate. The
action taken by the Foreign Relations
Committee this morning was an action
concerning a matter which was pend-
ing before that committee; not concern-
ing matters which might be introduced
in the future, not concerning matters
which might come up in future debate.
I say that because the remarks of the
Senator from Connecticut [(Mr. DanNa-
HER] in regard to the action of the For-
eign Relations Committee were patently
very unfair, for the simple reason that
the Foreign Relaticns Committee had
before it but a single matter, and tt
acted completely and fully in regard to
the matter which lay before it.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, let me
call to the attention of the Senator from
Utah—and the Recorp will show—that
my remarks bore upcn the action taken
Ly the Committee on Foreign Relations
this morning with reference to the ques-
tion pending before it this morning, and
solely that. In that connection, let me
add that I further elicited from the Sen-
ator from New Hampshire his complete
acquiescence, and properly so, that so
far as his amendment to the joint reso-
lution brought up from the House today
is concerned, he wants open hearings on
his matter.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. -Mr. President,
may I reply to that? .

The PRESIDING (JFFICER. Does the
Senator from Connecticut yield to the
Senator from Utah?

Mr. DANAHER. Yes; I shall be glad
to yield.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. If the Senator
will permit me, I think it is contrary to
all formal and all proper parliamentary
procedure for any committee to act upon
that which the committee has not before
it. The committee should not anticipate,
should not say, “We cannot hold hear-
ings on this particular proposition be-
cause probably some Senator will intro-
duce another proposition.”

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Just one mo-
ment, and then I shall have finished.

Mr. DANAHER. I thank the Senator.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. The Senator
from Connecticut knows that when I
asked the Presiding Officer of the Senate
whether this amendment was to lie on
the table or whether it was to be referred
to the Committee on Foreign Relations,
I received the answer that it was to be
referred to the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations. I assume that the Committee
on Foreign Relations will live up to its
obligations as a committee of this body
and will act upon this amendment in its
proper time and in its proper place and
that when it took action this morning it
took action in regard to a matter that
was before it, not in regard to a matter
that might come before it at some future
time.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me for a question?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I shall be glad
to yield.

Mr.DANAHER. The matter which the
Senator says was before the Committee
on Foreigr Relations was a joint resolu-
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tion which was introduced in the House
and which called for the repeal of sec-
tion 6 of the Neutrality Act, was it not?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah, Certainly.

Mr. DANAHER. And, as a matter of
actual fact, that joint resolution had not
even reached the Committee on Foreign
Relations this morning, had it?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I do not know
about that.

Mr. DANAHER. It was brought in
here only about half an hour ago.

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. Everyone
knew that the action had been taken in
the House of Representatives, and a for-
mal meeting of the Foreign Relations
Committee had been called to consider
the question of holding hearings upon a
particular proposition which had passed
the House of Representatives. I think
the Senator from Connecticut will find
everything in order, and that his criti-
cism of the action of the Committee on
Foreign F.elations this morning was quite
out of order, because we never had a
chance to act upen that which he wishes
us to act upon.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr, President——

Mr. DANAHER. If the Senator from
Utah will bear with me one moment more,
I shall conzlude. The Committee or For-
eign Relations this morning did take a
vote, did it not, on the matter of whether
there would or would not be public hear-
ings on the question of whether section 6
of the Neutrality Act should be repealed?

Mr., THOMAS of Utah. They took a
vote on both those propositions, as every-
one knows—I think it has been made per-
fectly public—but there was not before
the Senate the amendment of the Sena-
tor from New Hampshire.

Mr. DANAHER. 1know that. I have
not said that it was. In fact, I did not
know that the Senator from New Hamp-
shire was going to bring in an amend-
ment until I heard him a little while ago;
but let me ask the Senator fror Utah one
other question, please:

In the vote that was taken, did not the
Committee on Foreign Relations decide
by a vote of 12 to 9 that it would hold
closed hearings only with reference to
whether section 6 of the Neutrality Act
shouold be repealed?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. That was the
only proposition which was before us.

Mr. DANAEHER. Did the committee
s0 decide?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah., It decided to
hold executive hearings.

Mr. DANAHER. Executive hearings—
not closed hearings. I see. I thank the
Senator.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield?

Mr. THOMAS of Utah. I shall be glad
to yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. DANAHER. No; I have the floor.
I will yield to the Senator from Texas.

Mr. CONNALLY. Idonot want to take
the Senator off the floor., I thank the
Senator from Connecticut. I prefer to
speak in my own time.

Mr. DANAHER. Very well

I want the ReEcorp to show that when
the Senator from Utah said, as he did,
that my remarks were unfair, by the
questions I have propounded and the
answers elicited, it is made perfectly ap-
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parent that the only thing that I did
criticize—and the REcorp will show it—
was that the Committee on Foreign Re-
lations this morning by a vote of 12 to 9
decided to hold not closed hearings,
which was the expression I used, but ex-
ecutive hearings, which was the expres-
sion the Senator from Utah used, only
with reference to whether section 6 of
the Neutrality Act should be repealed.

Mr, President, disregarding the obvi-
ous—that the American people are not
being given the facts—there will not be-
come apparent to the American people
the circumstances under which the action
of the committee ultimately will he
taken—there is no showing as to whether
or not there issadequate British and neu-
tral shipping to accomplish all the ends
which are in view to be had as a result of
the repeal of section 6 of the ITeutrality
Act, if it shall be repealed; no showing
as to the efficacy of the assumed action,
assuming again that it may be taken. We
all know that up to the time that Wood-
row Wilson asked for permission to arm
merchantmen in the last war, only two
unarmed American vessels had been sunk
in nearly 3 years; but we armed 395 mer-
chantmen thereefter, and 35 were sunk,
and sunk without warning, time and
again; and not once did an armed mer-
chantman ever sink a submarine. Natu-
rally questions arise, therefore, I am pro-
testing against the elusiveness; as the
Senator from New Hampshire put it, the
“half-hearted” way ir. which the situation
is being approached, once more with
chicane, once more with machination,
once more denying to the American peo-
ple what they ought to know to make up
their minds, namely, What are the conse-
quences of the actions that are being
taken; and they are going to be taken
not in closed session, as I used the ex-
pression; they are going to be taken in
executive session. The result is the
same. The hearings are closed.

Mr. CONNALLY. Mr.President——

Mr. DANAHER. I now yield the floor
to the Senator.

Mr. CONNALLY., Mr, President, I
think it is very unfortunate that the
Committee on Foreign Relations does not
have the advice and counsel of the Sen-
ator from Connecticut, but we have some
rather able members of the Republican
Party in that committee. Most of them
were there this morning. We have the
able and distinguished and aggressive
Senator from Michigan [Mr. VANDEN-
BERG]; we have the shrewd and industri-
ous and gracious Senator from Wiscon-
sin [Mr. La FoLLETTE]; we have the great
old gladiator, the Senator from Califor-
nia [Mr. Jounson]; the patriotism of
none of whom I have ever heard im-
pugned or attacked. We have the Sen-
ator from Minnesota [Mr. SHIPSTEAD].
We have other able, patriotic, and faith-
ful members of the minority party.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr. President, will
the Senator yield to me?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. DANAHER. Were the Senators
whom the Senator from Texas has just
named among the 12 who voted for closed
hearings on the pending joint resolution?

Mr. CONNALLY, The Senator knows.
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Mr. DANAHER. No; I am asking the
Senator.

Mr, CONNALLY., Does not the Sen-
ator know? Why does he ask me?

Mr, DANAHER. Because I want the
Senator to tell the country.

Mr., CONNALLY. The Senator from
Connecticut will tell the country. The
Senator tells the country every day when
he gets the chance.

Mr. DANAHER. Iam not on the Com-
mittee on Foreign Relations, and I do not
know how they voted, but I do know that
in view of the intelligence the Senator
has ascribed to them, they were not
among the majority. [Laughter.]

Mr. CONNALLY. I am not trying to
conceal anything from the Senator from
Connecticut. As a matter of fact, the
Senators whom he mentioned did not
vote for open hearings, but they will be
there to protect the interests of the peo-
ple of the United States.

Mr. VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
will the Senator yield?

Mr. CONNALLY. I yield.

Mr. VANDENBERG. I think the Sen-
ator misspoke himself just now. He said
the Senators to whom the Senator from
Connecticut just referred did not vote for
open hearings. The Senator meant to
say they did vote for open hearings.

Mr. CONNALLY. I thank the Senator.
{nmeant they voted against closed hear-

gs.

Mr. VANDENBERG. That is correct.

Mr. CONNALLY. That is correct.
That just illustrates the point I was mak-
ing, that with sharp minds like that of
the Senator from Michigan present
nothing is going to escape aftention of
the Senator and of other Senators.

We are not going to have open hear-
ings; no. Several Senators have already
announced that they expect to reveal
everything they desire to reveal as soon
as the dcors are opened.

No; we are not going to have open
hearings, because there are those people
in this country who would like to em=-
barrass Cabinet officers by questions
which they do not want to and cannot
answer publicly in the press; not that
they have anything to hide, but when
international situations are critical,
when they are delicate, when the welfare
and the safety of the American people
are in the balance—that is no time to
harass and annoy and cross-examine and
heckle members of the Cabinet who do
not desire to talk publicly,

What would be tke result if there were
open hearings? A witness might reply to
some question, “I cannot answer that,”
or he might not know anything about it;
but in a closed hearing we can get very
frank statements; we can get more com-
plete information for the people they
should influence, that is, the Members of
the United States Senate, instead of do-
ing what a lot of folks want, use the Sen-
ate committees as sounding boards from
which to parade their political opinions,
their private prejudices, and their ex-
alted ego. It is not because we want to
keep anything from the American peo-
ple. We want to get information as fo
the facts.

Mr, President, I know, and everyone
knows, that there are a lot of witnesses

LEXXVII—509

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

all around who would be present if there
were open hearings. It does not make
any difference what the subject, is
whether it is taxation or neutrality, there
are a lot of old “crackpots” who hang
around Washington who would be there
taking up the time. I can name many of
them, and we do not propose to spend a
lot of time hearing that kind of wit-
nesses. If anyone has any information,
we shall be glad to hear him. If the
Senator from Connecticut has any infor-
mation, we shall be glad to hear him.

My own theory about these closed
hearings is that we shall hold the closed
hearings in a businesslike way, and will
get through with them, and when they
are all over, so far as I am concerned, 1
shall be willing to remove the ban of se-
crecy and publish every line that has
been heard, except those portions of the
testimony which Cabinet officers say they
do not want divulged to the public.

Is there anything wrong with that?
Not at all. It may be said by some, “That
will not help get our old grouch before the
public. We want to growl about some-
thing. We want to stir up a row. We
want to cuss Woodrow Wilson about what
he did 23 or 24 years ago in regard to the
ship-arming bill.”

We did- not have to have any hearings
at all. The House had hearings. We had
the votes to bring the bill in without a
minute’s hearing, if we had desired, but
we acceded to the wishes of the minor-
ity, and accorded 4 days of hearings,
when the House confined its hearings to
only 2 days.

If anyone desires to be heard, let him
come and be heard. The proponents of
the joint resolution are going to give
more than half the time to the oppo-
nents. Do we look for any new ideas?
Everyone knows the arguments. They
have been used before. The Senator
from Montana [Mr, WHEELER], the Sen-
ator from North Dakota [Mr. NYel, Mr,
Lindbergh—these gentlemen have been
parading these arguments, and these sup-
posed regsons, all over the United States
for months. There will be nothing new.
Those who appear will not contribute
anything new. It will simply be a phono-
graphic reproduction of what has been
told before, twicetold tales.

Mr. President, there will be no new
argument, no new fact developed, ex-
cept perhaps in the way of some facts we
shall get from the Navy Department and
the State Department with reference to
incidents and transactions which have
happened within the past few days. The
press has already referred to several of
the incidents. They will all be in the
papers. The sinkings of ships, campaigns
in the east, in Asia, in Europe—there will
be nothing of that kind referred to in
the hearings, but we will probably have
some revelations of delicate matters by
the Secretary of the Navy and the Secre-
tary of State.

I congratulate the Senate on having
such an able representation of the mi-
nority party on the Committee on For-
eign Relations. They are able men, they
are patriotic men, they are diligent men,
and it is a great pleasure and a great
joy for the Senator from Texas to serve
with them, as he has served over a period
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of years. I am willing. and I think the
country is willing, to trust the interests
of the United States in the hands of these
members of the Republican and the Pro-
gressive parties who are serving on the
Committee on Foreign Relations.

Mr., VANDENBERG. Mr. President,
knowing the anxiety of the able Senator
from Texas always to be conservative,
judicious, restrained, and tolerant in his
observations, I am sure he will not ob-
ject if I indicate that he has left what I
am sure he himself would admit is not a
fair implication as to the reasons why
some of us thought public hearings
should be held upon fthis all-important
matter, so that the American people, so
far as possible, might at least have some
casual information about the life-and-
death decision which is to be made for
them by us.

Mr. President, there was no purpose
on the part of any minority member of
the Commitiee on Foreign Relations who
voted for open hearings to embarrass any
Cabinet Minister. On the contrary, I
myself asserted that, even though there
were open hearings, I thought it would
be impossible to cross-examine Cabinet
officers in public at all There was no
purpose on our part to mobilize the
“crackpots” or give them a new forum.
There was no purpose to invade any of
the proprieties. There was no purpose
to invade the essential defense of Ameri-
can institutions, which we recognize to
be wrapped up in the fact that there are
things which today cannot be publicly
discussed. But, Mr. President, with all
those exceptions out of the way, there
still remains a vast mass of information
which ought to be made available not
only to the Congress but to the country.
There remains a vast opportunity to in-
form the American people regarding the
things that are to be done in their behalf.

So far as I am concerned, I continue
to believe that the Foreign Relations
Committee would have made a far wiser
decision, reasserting as I do that we of
the minority had no purpose to embar-
rass anybody by seeking information
which could not be made public—I think
the committee would have been infinitely
wiser if it had been willing at least, to
that limited extent, to take the American
people into our confidence regarding the
decision that is to be made for them.

Mr. LEE obtained the floor.

Mr. DANAHER. Mr, President, will
the Senator yield to me for a minute?

Mr. LEE. I decline to yield at the
present time.

Mr. DANAHER. Very well.

Mr, LEE, Unless the Senator wants to
ask a question?

Mr. DANAHER. No; I do not want to
interrogate the Senator from Oklahoma.
I thank the Senator.

Mr, LEE. Mr, President, we saw Hitler
drive the democracies across the Low
Countries because the democracies did
not have enough heavy armament. We
then saw Hitler turn his machine toward
the Balkans and drive Yugoslavia and
Greece step by step backward, because the
democracies did not have enough heavy
armament, We saw Hitler drive the
democracies from the island of Crete
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because the democracies never had
equality in heavy armament.

Today a battle which may decide the
slavery or liberty of the world is being
fought in Russia. Inch by inch and foot
by foot the Russian Army is being forced
backward because they do not have equal-
ity in heavy armament. If the United
States were able today to deliver enough
heavy armament in Russia to make that
contest an equal contest, the Russian
Army would stop the German juggernaut
in its tracks. If the Russians only had
equality in heavy armament, which we
have promised to them, which we prom-
ised to the Allies after Dunkerque, which
we promised to Yugoslavia and Greece,
they could stop Hitler. They want weap-
ons in order to stop Hitler, and we give
them words.

Today we are asked to hold a hearing
in the committee, In the first place there
ought not even to be a hearing. There
will not be one new argument presented,
there will be no straw go through the
threshing machine that has not been
threshed over and over. The matter was
debated when we revised the Neutrality
Act and repealed the embargo provision.
The question today is the question of for-
eign policy. It was threshed out then.
It was debated again when we passed the
first draft law. It was debated again
when we passed the lease-lend bill. It
was debated again when we passed the
Second Draft Act. And now, because of
this proposal to revise the Neutrality Act
further, it is asked of us that we go into
the matter all over again. On what ques-
tion? On anew question? Certainly not.
The same old question that has been de-
bated each step of our defense program.
A question which the American people
have already passed upon, the question of
foreign policy, is the only question that
is before the committee and later will be
before the Senate. There will not be a
new argument presented. There is no
reason why we should hold any hearings
at all, except we make a concession to
those who say the American people should
be heard. If the duly-elected Members
of the House and the duly-elected Mem-
bers of the Senate, who must return to
the people periodically, do not represent
the people of this country, then they can-
not be represented.

Is this a new issue? Certainly not.
It is the same issue that was passed upon
in the last Presidential election, and has
the stamp of approval of more people
than ever voted on any issue in the his-
tory of the world. And the answer was
conclusive. It was a definite answer.
The candidates on both major tickets
both sponsored the present foreign pol-
icy. It was written into the platforms of
both political parties. The only party
_ that took the stand now represented by
those who are trying further to delay
our aid to the allies was represented by
Mr. Norman Thomas, who, as Wendell
Willkie well said once, received so small
a number of votes that they had never
gotten into public print so far as he had
seen, Norman Thomas advocated the
very policy being advocated by those who
are now hollering because we do not
throw open this matter to an open hear-
ing. A week of delay while the world
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falls. Are we to debate a new question?
No; we are to debate the same question
over again which the American people
have passed on; which Congress, the
duly elected representatives of the
people, in passing the lease-lend, passed
upon. Now, because we simply want in
a systematic manner to hold a hearing
which is unnecessary, but to hold it in
executive session, so there will be some
degree of protection, those who raise the
question act as if we were trying to keep
something from the American people.
We are trying to keep a little bit for the
American people. That is the reason for
executive sessions. Executive sessions
are not unusual. There are representa-
tives on that committee of every party
and every section of the country. Yet
it is implied that we are trying to cover
up something; that the American people
will not be represented, when, as a mat-
ter of fact, they are well represented
there.

President Roosevelt, in order to try to
carry out the policy already approved by
the people, of aid to the allies, asked
Congress to revise the Neutrality Act so
we could arm merchant vessels, and in
the same speech made it quite clear not
only to Congress but to the whole world
that he not only needed that, but he
nesded another amendment which would
give authority to send our ships wherever
we wanted to send them—to remove a
self-imposed limitation which we put
upon ourselves because of the emergency.

Why should we limit ourselves by a
self-imposed neutrality and limitations,
when it is evident, not once or twice or
three times, but as many times as there
are countries overrun, that neutrality
will not save any country from the wrath
and greed and ambition of Adolf Hitler?

There are men over there fighting to
extinguish a fire which is spreading all
over the world, and yet we hesitate to
send them fire extinguishers in our ships.

This administration started out with
the hope of escaping war by a policy of
short-of-war aid to those who were fight-
ing Hitler over there. We had hopes
that we might escape war if we furnished
the materials on the implied agreement
that other countries would furnish the
men to use those materials. The success
of that program, the success of that pol-
icy, depended upon the vigor with which
it was administered, with which it was
carried out, and from the very first the
isolationists have done everything they
can fo slow down that program, to sabo-
tage the program which offered the only
chance in the world of escaping war.

Mr, President, the isolationists are free
with their charges and in calling other
people warmongers, and yet they them-
selves are fast destroying America’s one
chance of escaping war by destroying
our short-of-war program, which offered
the only way of escaping actual partici-
pation in war.

How are they destroying it? By a
slow-down process, by a slow-down proc-
ess. Now they want us to give a week
of hearing, and one Senator even advo-
cated until the hearing ran its course.
The hearings are proposed not to go over
a new subject. The hearings will not
change a vote. Yet they want us to hold
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this hearing. Why? So it will give
them another chance to rip this country
wide open again on a question it has
already decided.

But no, we must not close them down.
That would be abridging free speech.
The American people are temperate and
tolerant. We would rather have a right
abused than to have it refused. We
would rather have the right of free
speech abused than to have it refused.

I say that the Senator from Montana
[Mr. WHEELER] and Colonel Lindbergh
and the others of that political persua-
sion have the legal right of free speech,
but with every right comes an obligation.
They have been mighty quick to demand
the right of free speech but mighty slow
to admit their obligation to the flag of
this country, and have neglected their
obligation of loyalty to their country
while they are demanding the right of
free speech. The world falling—and we
are to hold a week in inguest to see .f
it is falling, and yet we are cr'ticized be-
cause we said, “Yes; we will hold a hear-
ing, against the better judgment of some
of us, but we want to hold it systemati-
cally; we will hold it in executive session.”

If Russia had the materials, there is no
doubt in my mind that the Russian Army
would stop Hitler's Nazi wolf pack. But
if the Nazis are not stopped, if they drive
the Russians back to the mountains,
what, then, will be the result? .Hitler
will stop to lick his wounds; there will be
quiet for a while. The isolationists in
this country will take advantage of the
lull and will say, “See. We are right. It
is all over.” They will start out again,
preaching—as they have never let up, for
that matter—their false philosophy of
appeasement that has led to their doom
all the democracies that have followed it.
Then, in the meantime, Hitler'’s me-
chanies will be busy; in every one of the
machine plants and factories that have
been captured by the Nazis he will place
technicians. The light from the fur-
naces will light up every black night of
the long winter. There will be no stop
there; there will be no shut-down there.
Those factories will be thrown into high
gear, with the German efficiency. The
Nazi tanks and planes and heavy artil-
lery will be repaired. They will be re-
paired for the spring drive. We have
seen Hitler and his Nazi hordes make
their gains, then stop and consolidate
those gains, and then reach out for maore.
We saw them drive through the Balkans
and over to Greece. If Hitler can drive
the Russian Army back to the mountains,
he then will have in the grasp of his hand
all of Europe and the Mediterranean
Basin, With the coming of spring we
shall see his Nazi hordes cross Spain and
spill over into Africa. We shall see them
seize Dakar, on the Atlantic coast of
Africa, where they will establish subma-
rine bases and bases for Nazi bombing
planes, and then the foul birds will nest
and multiply there. Then we shall see
the Nazi hand reach out for the narrow
throat of the Atlantic, between Africa
and South America, where Hitler will be
in a position to harass the American
Fleet if we should try to pring it around
to the east coast of South America,
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through the South Atlantic Ocean. With
one well-directed bomb he could disable
the Panama Canal so that we could not
bring our fleet through there. Then
Hitler will have surrounded the Atlantic
Ocean. By means of land forces, he will
have won the battle of the Atlantic, be-
cause by means of dive bombers operat-
ing from those African ports and from
the western coast of Africa he can control
the narrow throat of the Atlantic, and
our fleet will be bottled up in the Pacific.

Yet it is argued that we must stop now
and must hold an open hearing that will
tear our country wide open again over
this same old question, in order to satisfy
a certain group in this country, a group
of men who have never, it seemed to me,
grasped a realization of the danger that
threatens not only the eastern world but
the United States. They ask us to stop
and to debate this matter longer. In
previous debates we have tried both
methods. We tried to keep quiet so our
side would not take up any time and
thereby delay the passage of measures.
The result of that sort of plan is that
the other fellows get before the people of
our country the publicity and the argu-
ments for their side, and all of that has
its effect. Then if we try to answer their
arguments we find ourselves helping
them by delaying action on the measure.
So the determination of what we should
do in such a situation is a serious
question.

When there came up for the commit-
tee's decision the question of whether we
should hold an open hearing and inflame
the people of the country all over again
on a question upon which they have al-
ready passed we decided we would hold
a hearing, we would give the opponents of
the measure most of the time, but we
would try to keep it as systematic as we
could by keeping it in executive session.
And we get criticized as though we are
doing something that is contrary to the
best interests of the American people—
following a precedent that has been hers
as long as the Capitol has been—a prece-
dent of executive session.

Mr, President, the arguments of the
opponents have been all along, “If you do
this you will get us into war.” Any ques-
tion to be considered fairly must be con-
sidered in the light of the alternative.
What is the alternative? Do nothing. If

* you do nothing you are sure to invite at-

tack. The isolationists have fought us
on our defense program every step of the
way. Every major measure that has re-
sulted in the greatest amount of defense
to this country has been opposed and
fought on the floor of this tribunal; and
I do not qualify that statement. I say
the major measures. What was the first
major measure that has resulted ir more
defense to this country than any cther?
It was the repeal of the embargo on arms
so that our own factories could throw
their production into high gear and, by
supplying foreign countries, could in-
crease their capacity to produce. That
resulted in a greater step than any step
we had taken up to that time and yet
that was fought bitterly on the floor of
the Senate,

Then what was the next? Why, we
had to have an army to use the material
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that we were asking the facfories to
produce.

Mr, PEPPER. Mr. President, will the
Senator yield?

Mr, LEE, I yield,

Mr. PEPPER. Did the war not begin
between the time when the proposed re-
peal of the embargo was made by the
President and the time when Congress
actually passed that legislation?

Mr. LEE. I believe the Senator is
correct.

The second step was to call out an
army in order to have someone to use this
material. And we remember the story
of that. That was the second major
step in our present defense program,
and that was fought bitterly by the same
group that has criticized us today because
we do not hold an open hearing and an
extended hearing.

The third step was the passage of the
lease-lend bill to translate into action &
policy we had already passed upon; and
that was fought bitterly. I heard the
Senator from Montana [Mr. WHEELER]
on the floor of this rostrum tear open
every old political wound he could think
of. I heard him chide every Senator who
had been on the purge list, in order to
try to inflame his feelings. I heard him
call up every difference that a Senator on
this floor had had with the President or
with the administration. I heard him
use every appeal to the prejudices of the
American people. I heard him harp on
every discordant chord in America. Is
that argument? That is inflammatory;
that is a play to prejudice. It has no
place here, when the world is falling
apart; and yet I heard it done. Now, we
are asked for opportunity to carry that
on still further by holding open hearings.

Have they been right? If they had
been right, then we should give some
credence to them. First, they said there
was not going to be any war. They were
wrong. Then they said it was a phoney
war. They were wrong again. Then they
said Norway and Denmark, because of
neutrality, would escape war. They were
wrong again. Then they said Hitler
would never get his 70-ton tanks across
the Albert Canal. They were wrong
again. Then they said Hitler would never
take the Maginot line. They were wrong
again,

Now they are asking us to believe them.
They say no danger threatens us. They
ridicule the idea that Hitler has designs
on the United States. Hitler has never
joked, so far as I can learn. He has never
joked. Hitler has been as plain in his
threats as to what he would do in the
western world as he was with respect to
what he would do in Europe. He has
carried out to the letter every threat he
made with respect to Europe. Why
should we then say that he did not mean
equally as strongly his plans with respect
to Latin America and the United States?
Certainly he means them.

Yet we are told that is not true—
and we are told it by men who are giving
lip service to national defense but whose
every utterance has been to slow down
our program of material aid to the Allies.
They have fought it all the way.

They argue that we are not in danger
because Hitler will be exhausted when
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he conquers Russia and England. Hitler
is one victor who has gained strength
with every victory. The conquest of every
new country has added strength to the
German juggernaut.

They argue that Hitler will be over-
thrown from revolution from within,
overlooking entirely the Gestapo which
daily, by mass murder, is “liquidating”
even every suspect who might be a
strong enough man to lead a revolution.

They argue that Hitler will not have
any interest in the western world. The
one thing that has chagrined Mr. Hitler
is that he has not acquired command of
the sea. He has attained superiority in
the air and on the land but he has not
secured superiority on the sea. He has
gained superiority on the water wherever
a sea fight has been sufficiently close to
the land to enable land-based dive bomb-
ers to take part in the engagement.
Therefore Mr. Hitler decided to march
around the ocean and dominate the sea
by means of planes and submarines.

Furthermore, Mr. Hitler wants to se-
cure control of a sufficient number of
navies to dominate the ocean. If Russia
goes down under the present assault and
Hitler turns then on England, and if
England under present conditions does
not have a large enough army to start a
western front or an expeditionary force,
then, could England, without the aid of
the United States, hope to hold out in-
definitely against Hitler, who has already
conquered the Continent of Europe?
Could England hope to stand against the
continued assault of Adolf Hitler with
plenty of food and plenty of fuel, with
manpower greater than has ever been
under the control of any one man in the
history of the world, with an inexhaus-
tible supply of machinery, and with an
inexhaustible supply of raw products?

But they argue there is no danger. Go
back to sleep, America; no danger
threatens. Yet in our own defensive
waters our own ships are torpedoed; to-
day our own seamen are missing and no
doubt are dead because of the unsatisfied
ambition of this man who is reaching out
to control the sea. Yet they can picture
Hitler, the master mind which has
planned and executed the most diabolical
scheme in all history—Hitler, master of
land, sea, and air, after he has destroyed
Russia and England, sitting down calmly
and waiting for the United States to arm.
What a foolish assumption! If Hitler is
able to strike down Russia and England,
he would then have shipbuilding capac-
ity several times greater than our own,
he would have an actual flotilla of ships
greater than our own, he would join
hands with Japan at the other end of the
axis, and Japan would see to it that a
major portion of the United States Navy
must be kept in the Pacific. Yet with a
picture such as that, the isolationists
contend that we would not be in any
danger,

Do you think, Mr. President, that we
could any longer defend South America
in a situation such as that? Do you
think we could continue to maintain the
Monroe Doctrine? How could we pro-
tect South America? We would find
ourselves in a last-ditch fight in the
Caribbean; we would find ourselves
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imprisoned on a continent, and even if we
were able to repel an actual physical
assault and an attempted invasion of
the United States, it would be only a
short time, with a world control such as
Hitler’s, that his economic war upon the
United States would cause his ideologies
to come past our guard and invade the
United States. Then we would be facing
a situation which was described by Wal-
ter Dare, the Reich minister of agricul-
ture, who said about a year ago at the
instance of Mr. Hitler:

We are going to win this war, and here
are our aims: We propose to set up a Ger-
man aristocracy and assign to it slaves com-
posed of non-German nationals. Flease do
not think I use the word “slavery” rheteri-
cally. .We have in mind an actual, physical,
medleval slavery, which is necessary to our
purposes to produce a superior product and
sell it at prices that the United States cannot
meet.

Then he said:

President Roosevelt will, on his knees,
come to the Fuehrer and ask him to buy
products, not manufactured, but raw prod-
ucts, at prices which we shall dictate.

Yet there are those who say that the
United States is not in danger; the same
ones who have said that convict them-
selves of extravagance, for they have

. voted for billions of dollars for national
defense; yet by their very opposition to
the major defense measures they have
done everything possible to destroy our
one hope of escaping war in our “short-
of-war” program, by slowing it down.

The Senator from Montana [Mr.
WaeeLER] and Colonel Lindbergh came to
Oklahoma. Some persons there who
controlled one of the public buildings de-
cided they did not want such a speech
delivered there. So they denied the use
of that public building. Oklahoma is
only a cross section of the United States.
Oklahomans who do not even agree with
but violently oppose the Lindbergh and
‘Wheeler philosophy thought they ought
to be heard. So they got another place
and they were heard.

What was the result of that meeting?
‘What is the result of every one of those
meetings, if it is not to forge weapons
for Hitler? What did Hitler say? He
summed up his philsophy of modern
military science when he said “Confused
thinking, contradiction of feeling, inde-
cisiveness, panic, these are our weapons.”

If these meetings, at many of which
the authorities have doubled the police
guard in order to keep down riots, are not
forging weapons for Hitler, then, what
are they doing? What is the purpose of
such meetings? Why are such meetings
held? Let them answer. Why are they
holding those meetings on a question on
which the people have already passed?
What good do they hope to gain? Are
they helping our defense program? They
are slowing it down. Are they helping
Russia? Certainly not. Are they help-
ing England? They are hurting England.
Then who are they helping? There is
but one answer. Hitler! Thiscampaign
of opposition is forging weapons for
Hitler,

Mr. DANAHER obtained the floor.

Mr. McNARY. I suggest the absence
of a quorum. .
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Mc~
Farranp in the chair), The clerk will
call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roll, and
the following Senators answered to their
names:

Adams Gerry Peace

Aiken Gillette Pepper
Andrews Glass Radcliffe
Balley Green Rosler

Ball Guffey Russell
Barbour Gurney Schwartz
Barkley Hatch Shipstead
Bilbo Herring Smathers
Brewster Hin Spencer
Bridges Johnson, Calif. Stewart
Brooks Kilgore Talt

Brown La Follette Thomas, Idaho
Bunker Langer Thomas, Okla.
Burton Lee Thomas, Utah
Butler McFarland Truman
Capper McKellar Tunnell
Caraway McNary Vandenberg
Chavez Maloney Van Nuys
Clark, Idaho Mead Wallgren
Clark, Mo. Murdock Walsh
Connally Murray ‘Wheeler
Danaher Norrls White

Davis Nye Wiley

Doxey O'Daniel

Ellender O'Mahoney

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Seventy-
three Senators having answered to their
names, a quorum is present.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr. President, it had
been my hope that we might conclude
the unfinished business today; but the
hour is getting late, and it now appears
unlikely that we shall be able to do so.
Therefore, I ask unanimous consent that
at an hour not later than 2 o’clock p. m.
tomorrow the Senate proceed to vote
without further discussion on the pend-
ing unfinished business.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, I realize
that it is not possible to make an ar-
rangement by which a Senator may ob-
tain the floor; but I should like an
understanding, so far as it is possible to
make it, that I shall be recognized to-
morrow, because of my great interest in
the subject matter of the pending bill,

Mr. BARKLEY. That is entirely
agreeable to me. I suggest to the Senator
that just before we conclude the session
today he obtain recognition, with the
understanding that he will conclude his
remarks tomorrow,

Mr. BROWN. I thank the Senator for
his suggestion.

Mr. BARKLEY. In that connection,
Mr. President, in order to comply with
the rules, I ask unanimous consent that
the requirement for a roll call before an
agreement is made for a final vote be
dispensed with.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to the request of the Senator
from Kentucky? The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

REVISION OF NEUTRALITY ACT

Mr. DANAHER. Mr, President, a while
since there was under discussion the mat-
ter of the action of the Committee on
Foreign Relations faken this morning in
closing, against the public, the hearings
on the joint resolution which would re-
peal section 6 of the Neutrality Act. Both
by questions directed to the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr, Bringes], who had
the floor, with reference to his own pro-
posed amendment, and those directed to
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the Senator from Utah [Mr. THomMas],
who rose to speak on the subject, I
elicited what the facts were with refer-
ence to the vote, and what its full import
might be. It became perfectly appar-
ent that the American people were to be.
denied access to the facts which bear
most intimately on the question of how
far they are to become involved in the
war.

There are these of us who temperately
and moderately and sanely would ap-
proach the question, in the thought that
the public interest should be canvassed,
that the national interests should be de-
termined, and that the course to which
our agents and our people are to be com-
mitted should be the wisest possible one.

Mr. President, the Senator from Texas
[Mr. CoNNALLY], who is chairman of the
Committee on Foreign Relations, rose,
to take the floor, as he put it, in his own
right, not, as it promptly developed, for
the purpose of discussing the merits of
the situation before the Senate but for
the purpose of venting a caustic, jeering,
mocking type of approach, which has
been all too common emanating from
him in this body. The last time he un-
dertook such tactics, with reference to
the Senator from Ohio, who had made a
splendid speech, I then criticized, I hope
in a dispassionate way, the gyrations, the
acting, of the Senator from Texas, his
interest toward the gallery, eliciting from
them some present, temporary applause.
But he leveled against the Senator from
Ohio such terms as “bushwhacker,”
“sniping,” and the like.

Mr. President, I took the pains to ex-
amine the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD on the
following day, and I suppose the Senator
from Texas himself might have been sur-
prised, as I was, to find the speech that
was in the REcorp the next day. I am
certain it was not the speech he made on
the Senate floor. I suppose that there
are those who claim the right to revise
their speeches, but I do not suppose that
the right to revise includes writing or
causing to be written a new speech, to be
inserted in the REcorp in lieu of what
was said on the Senate floor. I ask any
man in the Senate to compare the speech
of the Senator from Texas as it appeared
in the REecorp the following day with the
New York Times and the Washington
press accounts of his remarks,

Mr, President, I mention this in open-
ing my observations because we have
again this afternoon been freated to the
same type of approach. The Senator has
indulged in all the same sort of mockery
and ridicule toward the Senator from
Connecticut, who properly rises, I think,
to ask in behalf of the people of his State
and of the country just where we are
going and where we are heading, I did
not rise to a point of order, though I
could have done so. The rules justify it.
There is no question in the world that
the Senator from Texas himself must
know that that kind of cheap, police-
court-lawyer tactics may have a certain
appeal in some places, but this is not
such a place.

Mr. President, I do not intend to talk
further along that line, other than to
remark that in the past there have been
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able men presiding over the Committee
on Foreign Relations; in the past there
have been great men occupying that
chair. But if the President of the United
States desires to enlist unity and con-
cert of action on the part of the people
c¢. the United States and the United
States Senate, and if the White House
finds that people here are treated to that
sort of exhibition of tactics and of atti-
tude, if you choose, by men of the ability
of the Senator from Texas, small wonder
it is that the Congress of the United
States is daily being circumvented by
the President in his effort to avoid sub-
mitting the issue both to the Congress
and to the people. ~

Turning to a really fine speech de-
livered by the late able Senator from
Nevada, then chairman of the Commit-
tee on Foreign Relations, M1. Pittman, let
me point ouf that he said in this body:

On vhe 13th day of March 1917, President
Wilson proclaimed armed neutrality and or=-
dered the arming.of our merchant vessels.
This was the gravest mistake that our Gov=
ernment made. It was even a foulish act. A
cannon on & merchant ship 1s no defense
against a submerged submarine and only in-
vited attack, as was subsequently proven.

From the beginning of the war down to the -

Cate of the proclamation for the arming of
our ships only 7 lives were taken of American
citizens by reason of the sinking by subma-
rines of American merchantmen.

April 8, 1917, from such cause we lost- the
lives of 63 citizens. President Wilson, in his

war message, recognized the failure ot armed
neutrality.

Senator Pittman proceeded:

I can conceive of no argument against the
adoption of the section of the resolution pro-
hibiting the arming ‘of our merchant ships.

While there Is grave danger of another world
war, and while I expect. to see submarines .

used as commerce. destroyers in the next war
in the manner they were used in the last, 1

do not believe that any belligerent country, -

when they know that our merchant ships are
not armed, and that they are so identified
otherwise than by the flag that their nation-
ality will be certain, and that they will stop

upon demand and submit peaceably to visit.

and search, will sink our merchant vessels
without notice, and without complying with
the humane customs: of vidit, search, and
selzure universally accepted by natlons

Mr. President, on the 21st of Septem- .

ber 1939 the President of the United
States called Congress into a joint ses-
sion. He told us that he was speaking to
us out of his years of experience as a
worker in the ﬂeld of mternatlonal peace.
He said:

"I give to you my deep and unalterable con-

viction that by the repeal of the embargo the
United -States will more probably remain at
peace than if the law remains as it stands
today. I say this because with the repeal of
the embargo this Government clearly and
definitely will insis* that American citizens
and American ships keep away from the im-
mediate perils of the actual zones of conflict.

He outlined to us a program. He said:

I believe that American vessels should, so
far as possible, be restricted from entering
danger zones.

He told us that we must prevent Ameri-
can citizens from traveling on belligerent
vessels or in danger areas. He told us
that we must impose the cash-and-carry

Between .
that date and our entry. into the war on
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system and to transfer the title in this
country to goods to be sent overseas. He
told us we must prevent war credits to
belligerents. And he concluded, insofar
as is pertinent to this discussion:

To thorz who say that this program would
involve a step toward war on our part, I reply
that it offers far greater safeguards than we
now possess or have ever possessed to protect
American lives and property from danger. It
is a positive program for giving safety. This
means less likelihood of incidents and contro-
versies which tend to draw us into conflict, as
they dic in the last World War. There lles
the road to peace.

“There lies the road to peace” said our
President. But now, if we ask that we
have hearings to ascertain under what
circumstances and as a result of what
conditions we should abjure that path to
safety which the President himself out-
lined to us, we are ridiculed; we have
reached the point, when we come in in
the name of the people of the United
States and say,.
this road, why should we abandon the

advice of our President, that great.worker

in the field of international peace, why
should we now head toward war, pell-
mell, and rushing?” When we ask that

‘question we are mocked and scorned. -
. "But take warning, Mr. President, of

the situation which confronts us when
we find a state of mind indicating lack
of a calm, cool appreciation of the situa-

tion facing us. It is an astonishing reve- -

lation, and I think it is probably just as
well ‘that the matter should come 1o a

head in this way at this c¢ime. It may-

clear the air, lead to a.ruller apprecia-
tion of the danger in which our country
is, when we find our leaders of thought
and action taking such an attitude and
resorting to -such tactics in the United
States Senate, the more so as it comes on

‘top of the fact that only this morning

the same committee of which the Sena~

tor from Texas is chairman voted not to-

hold public hearings on the questions be-
fore the American people.

The President of the United States
sent to us a speeial message on October
9. He told us in that special message
that we should repeal section 6 of the
Neutrality ‘Act. He now says we should
arm our merchantmen.

If we are to arm our merchantmen,
would not anyone say it would be well to
ascertain whether we should arm our
merchantmen in the interest of deliver-
ing goods to Britain? If that is a fair
inquiry, is it not one of the things which
should be canvassed before the deeision

| is made to send American ships into dan-

ger zones? Should we not ascertain
whether or not there is other shipping,
particularly British shipping, to take the
risk, if risk there be; and if it should de-
velop that there is such shipping avail-
able, why should we take the course of
submitting American ships to the risks
incident to such business if there be
British shipping to go through the dan-
ger zones?

Those are fair questions. If I can
develop now that one British line oper-
ating out of New York City shipped more
goods and made more sailings to Aus-
tralia in 1 month in 1941 alone than it
ever did at the peak of its peacetime

“Why should we take |
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business, I say that is a touchstone by
which we could decide whether or not
we should teke our ships and put them
on the line to Australia, thus releasing
the British ships.

Let us service those peaceful lines, if
you like. We never intended that we
should go to into this war. Our Presi-
dent told us he would not take us to war.
He told us this path was the path of
peace. And, Mr. President, the Ameri-
can pecple relied upon that statement.
But when he sent this spescial message
up here a week ago he also said this.

1 earnestly trust that the Congress will
carry out the true intent—

“The true intent” he says—

of the Lend-Lease Act by making it possi-
ble for {he United States to help to deliver the
articles to those who are in a position effec-

‘tively- to use- them. In other words, I ask -

for congressional action to implement con-
gressional policy. Let us be consistent.

“Now, Mr. President, not only was there

no such “true intent” that the American -

people should deliver thase goods, but if
there is any way, any medium’ by which
language can be used to belie any such
intent I ask Senators to. examine the
Lend-Lease Act. ‘When that matter was
debated here on' this floor the Senator -
from Maine raised the question of -
whether or not fhe word “transfer”
meant “delivery,” and lest there be any
‘question about it, after a very consider-
'able debate; the then chairman of the
.Committee on 'Foreign Relations, the
Senator from Geéorgia [Mr. Gxoncxl. an
able chairman, let me add, Mr. President,
arose, and he amended the word “trans--
fer” by adding the words “title to,” and
the section now reads: ;
Lease, lend, transfer title to, exchange, give
away— i

And sb forth. Mr. President, we de-.

' liberately inserted that language in there

to deny any claim that we were to de=-
liver the goods, and quite the contrary,
the public was told and the Congress was:
told that Britain was to come here and:
get the goods, take them away in her own
ships, and the only difference between
that situation and the cash-and-carry
rule that prevailed up to that time, was
that the American people were to pay for
the goods. That was, in essence, what
was to be done. But, Mr. President, lest
there he any question further, we even
wrote section 3 (d) into that act, in which
we said that nothing in this act shall au-
thorize cr be construed to authorize the
use of convoys in the course of delivering

| these goods.. That provision is in the

law.

Mr, President, I ask, in the face of that
sort of legislative pronouncement, and in
the face of the debate on this Goor, where
can there be any claim that the Congress
now must be consistent to carry out “the
true intent,” if I may borrow 2 term, of
the Lend-Lease Act? And yet if we ask
for hearings, if we ask for a chance to let
the American people know what this situ-
ation is, we are going to be ridiculed, Mr.
President. That is what will happen to
us in the present situation.

Mr. President, the American people had
a right to believe their President. I do
not know how many ways it takes him to
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say a given thing, but let me point out
a couple of them that are right at hand.
He said:

This neutrality law is a good law.

I am quoting.

This is the kind of law that will keep us
out of other people’s wars.

The President eoantinued:

I have seen war. I hate war, The effective
maintenance of American neutrality depends
today, as in the past, on the wisdom and
determination of whoever at the moment ce-
cupy the offices of President and Secretary of
State. Industrial and agricultural produc-
tion for a war market may give immense for-
tunes to a few men; for the Nation as a whole
it produces disaster.

He concluded:

We will not participate in foreign wars,
and will not send our Army, naval, or alr
forces to fight in forelgn lands except in
case of attack. Your President is following
the road to peace. We are arming ourselves
not for any conquest or intervention in for-
eign disputes.

Again on October 30 of 1940 he said:

And while I am talking to you fathers and
mothers I give you one more assurance, I
have said this before, but I shall say it again
and again and again—your boys are not going
to be sent into any forelgn wars.

He said further:

There is no demand for sending an Amer-
ican expeditionary force outside our own
borders. There 1s no intention by any mem-
ber of your Government to send such a
force, You ecan, therefore, nail any talk
about sending armies to Europe as deliberate
untruth.

The Neutrality Act and other steps were
measures to keep us at peace. And through
all the years since 1935 there has been no
entanglement and there will be no entangle-
ment.

Convoys mean shooting and shooting
means war,

Now, Mr. President, in the light of the
declaration of the President of the United
Btates, his solemn assurances to the
American people, his recommendations
to the Congress, we now are having urged
upon us a contrary course of action. It
becomes perfectly apparent that if we are
a neutral nation we have no right to put
8 gun on a merchant ship and have it
shoot at a belligerent. If it does, the
shooting at a belligerent is an act of war.
If we are a belligerent, Mr, President, and
we put a gun on a merchant ship, then we
are subject to being sunk without trace
any time a submarine submerged or
otherwise, as the submarine may be, at-
tacks; or the same applies to attacks
from the air for that matter, You can-
not have it both ways. You cannot have
it other than our shooting becomes an
act of war, and the President of the
United States and the Committee on For-
eign Relations and the United States
Senate know it. But do the American
people know? Do they know that they
are being taken now down the road to
war and away from the road to peace?
No, Mr, President, And if they do know
what the consequences are, if they can
envision what this will mean fo us, and
if the hearings before the Committee on
Foreign Relations will serve in some small
way to acquaint them with this situation,
then, Mr, President, those hearings not

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—SENATE

only are indicated, they are absolutely
essential.

In the light of the situation, Mr. Presi-
dent, I submit that there has been a
grievous abuse of power by the majority
in the Committee on Foreign Relations
overriding the minority. As the Senator
from Texas [Mr. CoNNALLY] sa¥s, “We
have the votes,” and, of course, that is
the attitude taken, What has become of
the greatest deliberative body of the
United States? The majority says, “We
have the votes, and because we have the
votes we are going to run the show. We
are going to roll over the inarticulate
minority, We are going to keep them
from having any part of the public know
what is going on.”

That is an old story. It has all been
told. That is the sort of thing we have
been getting. And, Mr. President, do not
forget, if you come in here and make any
Dul?etgst about it, you are going to be ridi-
¢ -

Stay in the chair, Mr. President. It is
a safe place.

[Laughter and manifestations of ap-
plause in the galleries.]

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
question is on agreeing to the committee
amendment in the nature of a substitute.

Mr. BROWN obtained the floor.

Mr. BARELEY. Mr, President, I do
not understand that it is desired to have
a vote on the committee amendment to-
day.

Mr. BROWN. No; I merely wish to
submit a conference report.

Mr. BARELEY. My understanding is
that the vote on the entire matter is to
go over until tomorrow.

Mr. BROWN. Yes.

MARGARET M. CUTTS—CONFERENCE
REPORT

Mr. BROWN submitted the following
report:

The committee of conference on the dis-
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the
amendment of the Senate to the bill (H. R.
4270) for the relief of Margaret M. Cutts,
having met, after full and free conference,
have agreed to recommend and do recom-
mend to their respective Houses as follows:

That the House recede from its disagree-
ment to the amendment of the Senate and
agree to the same with an amendment as
follows: In lieu of the figures “$2,600” insert
“$7,074.64"”; and the Senate agree to the

same.

PRENTISS M. BROWN,
James H. HUGHES,

: ARTHUR CAPPER,

Managers on the pari of the Senate.
Dan R. McGEHEE,
ROBERT RAMSPECK,

Managers on the part of the House.

The report was agreed to.
EXECUTIVE SESSION

Mr. BARKLEY. I move that the Sen-
ate proceed to the consideration of exec-
utive business. We will go back into
legislative session® at the conclusion of
the executive session.

The motion was agreed to; and the
Senate proceeded to the consideration of
executive business.

EXECUTIVE MESSAGE REFERRED

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. MUR-
pockK in the chair) laid before the Senate
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a message from the President of the
United States submitting several nomi-
nations in the Marine Corps, which was
referred to the Committee on Naval
Affairs. s
(For nominations this day received, see
the end of Senate proceedings.)

EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF COMMITTEES

The following favorable reports of
nominations were submitted:

By Mr. McErLLAR, from the Committee on
Post Offices and Post Roads:

Bundry postmasters,

By Mr, ConnaLLY, from the Committee on
Foreign Relations:

Herschel V. Johnson, of North Carolina, a
Foreign Service officer of class 1, now serving
as Minister Counselor at London, to be En-
voy Extraordinary and Minister Plenipoten=
tiary to Bweden.

The following-named persons, now Foreign
Service officers of class 8 and secretaries in
the Diplomatic Service, to be also consuls
general:

Lester L. Schnare, of Georgia; and

Austin C. Brady, of New Mexlico.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there
be no further reports of committees, the
clerk will state the nominations on the
calendar.

THE NAVY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Capt. Ezra G. Allen to be Director
of the Budget and Reports with the rank
of rear admiral.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

COAST GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES

The legislative clerk read the nomina=
tion of Capt. Lloyd T. Chalker to be as-
sistant commandant with the rank of
rear admiral, for a period of 4 years, to
rank as such from January 1, 1942,

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nomination is confirmed.

COAST AND GEODETIC SURVEY

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations in the Coast and
Geodetic Survey.

Mr. BARKLEY, I ask that the nom-
inations in the,Coast and Geodetic Sur-
vey be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations are confirmed
en bloc.

POSTMASTERS

The legislative clerk proceeded to read
sundry nominations of postmasters.

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
that the nominations of postmasters on
the calendar be confirmed en bloc.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, the nominations of postmasters
are confirmed en bloc.

THE ARMY

The legislative clerk read the nomina-
tion of Brig. Gen. Dawson Olmstead to
be Chief Signal Officer of the Army, with
the rank of major general, for a term of
4 years from date of acceptance, with
rank from October 1, 1941.

Mr. BRIDGES. Mr, President, the
nomination of Brig. Gen. Dawson Olm-
stead to be Chief Signal Officer of the
Army was approved by the initialing of
the nomination by, I think, a majority
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of the members of the Military Affairs
Committee. Since that was done, various
protests have been received in relation
to General Olmstead. Some persons de-
sire to be heard on the nomination. In-
asmuch as the chairman of the Military
Affairs Committee [Mr. REyNnoLps] and
the ranking Republican member of the
committee, the Senator from Vermont
[Mr. AusTIN] are away, I ask that consid-
eration of this nomination go over, be-
cause it may be recessary to recommit
the matter to the Committee on Military
Affairs, I ask that the nomination go
over for the time being.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there
objection to postponement of considera-
tion of the nomination? The Chair hears
none, and the request is granted.

LEGISLATIVE SESSION

Mr. BARKLEY. Mr. President, I ask
that the Senate resume the considera-
tion of legislative business.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without
objection, it is so ordered.

DEATH OF REPRESENTATIVE LAWRENCE
J. CONNERY

The Presiding Officer laid before the
Senate, resolutions of the House of Rep-
resentatives (H. Res. 323), which were
read, as follows:

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES,
October 20, 1941,

Resolved, That the House has heard with
profound sorrcw of the death of Hon. Law-
RENCE J. CONNERY, a Representative from the
State of Massachusetts.

Resolved, That a committee of four Mem-=-
bers of the House with such Members of the
Senate as may be jolned be appointed to
attend the funeral.

Resolved, That the Sergeant at Arms of the
House be authorized and directed to take
such steps as may be necessary for carrying
out the provision of these resolutions and
that the necessary expenses in connection
therewith be paid out of the contingent fund
of the House,

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate these
resclutions to the Senate and transmit a
copy thereof to the family of the deceased

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
the House do now adjourn.

Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, I send to
the desk a resolution, which I ask to
have read, and for which I ask immediate
consideration.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The res-
olution will be read.

The resolution (S. Res. 183) was read,
considered by unanimous consent, and
unanimously agreed to, as follows:

Resolved, That the Senate has heard with
profound sdrrow the announcement of the
death of Hon. LawrenceE J. CoNNERY, late a
Representative from the State of Massachu-
setts.

Resolved, That a committee of two Sena-
tors be appointed by the Vice President to
join the committee appointed on the part of
the House of Representatives to attend the
funeral of the deceased Representative.

Resolved, That the Secretary communicate
these resolutions to the House of Representa-
tives and transmit a copy thereof to the
family of the deceased.

Under the second resolving clause, the
Presiding Officer appointed Mr. WALSH
and Mr, Lopce the committee on the part
of the Senate to attend the funeral of
the deceased Representative.
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Mr. WALSH. Mr. President, as a
further mark of respect to the memory
of the deceased Representative, I move
that the Senate take a recess until 12
o’clock noon tomorrow.

The motion was unanimously agreed
to; and (at 3 o’clock and 50 minutes
p. m.) the Senate took a recess until to-
morrow, Tuesday, October 21, 1941, at 12
o’clock meridian.

NOMINATIONS

Executive nominations received by the
Senate October 20 (legislative day of
October 16), 1941:

FROMOTIONS IN THE NAvY
MARINE CORFS

Brig. Gen. Seth Willlams, the Quartermas-
ter, to be the Quartermaster of the Marine
Corps, with the rank of brigadler general, for
a period of 4 years from the 1st ’'ay of Decem-
ber 1941.

The following-named first lieutenants to
be captains in the Marine Corps from the
8th day of July 1840:
Donald J. Decker
Herbert H. Williamson

The following-named first lieutenants to
be captains in the Marine Corps from the
1st day of March 1941:

Benjamin L. McMakinLewis H. Pickup
Elby D. Martin, Jr. Robert E. Galer
William D, Roberson Milo G. Haines
John W. Graham Robert W. Thomas
Bryghte D. Godbold Allen B. Geiger
Glenn C. Funk William E. Gilse
Albert H Bohne Richard A. Evans
John D. Harshberger

The following-named first lieutenants to
be captains in the Marine Corps from the
1st day of July 1941:

William H. Barba Edward H. Drake
Noel O. Castle Arthur P, McArthur

Pirst Lt. Thomas G. Roe to be a captain
in the Marine Corps from the 1st day of
September 1941.

Alfred M. Mahoney, a citizen of Massachu-
setts, to be a second lieutenant in the Marine
Corps from the 27th day of May 1841.

Finley T. Clarke, Jr., a citizen of North
Carolina, to be a second lieutenant in the
Marine Corps from the 28th day of May 19841,

Robert D. Kennedy, a citizen of Massachu-
setts, to be a second lieutenant in the Marine
Corps from the 28th day of May 1941,

Myles C. Fox, a citizen of Connecticut, to
be a second Heutenant in the Marine Corps
from the 29th day of May 1841,

The following-named citizens to be second
lieutenants in the Marine Corps from the
1st day of September 1941:

Grant S. Baze, a cltizen of Texas.

William T. Bray, a citizen of Illinois.

Chester L. Christenson, a citizen of Oregon.

Howard M. Conner, a citizen of New Jersey.

Joe H. Danlel, a citizen of Mississippi.

Melvin J. Dilbeck, a citizen of California.

George H. Dole, a citizen of California.

John L. Frothingham, a citizen of Illinols,

Louis E. Haenel, a citizen of Texas.

Robert H. Haggerty, a cltizen of New York.

John S. Hartz, a citizen of Pennsylvania,

Olin W. Jones, Jr., a citizen of Oklahoma.

James T. Kisgen, a citizen of Iowa.

Horace E. Enapp, Jr., a citizen of Colorado.

Stewart L. Leonard, a citizen of New York.

Charles P, McAuliffe, Jr., a citizen of In-
diana.

Bernard W. McLean, a citizen of Tennes-
see.

Stephen C. Munson, Jr., a citizen of Lou-
islana.

Robert P. Neuffer, a citizen of New York.

Horace C. Parks, a citizen of New York.

Ralph L. Powell, a citizen of California.

Henry H. Reichner, Jr., a citizen of Penn-
sylvania.

Leo R. Smith
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Charles R. Rogers, Jr., a citizen of Ala-
bama.

Eugene T. Schoenfelder, a citizen of New
York.

Vincent J. Scully, Jr., a citizen of Con-
necticut.

Roy L. Sherrill, Jr., a citizen of Texas.

Thomas H. Shobbrook, a citizen of Illinois.

Karl N. 8mith, a citizen of Louisiana.

Robert W. Sullivan, a citizen of Kansas,

John B. Sweeney, a citizen of Ohlo.

John J. Wade, Jr., a citizen of California.

Joe B. Wallen, a citizen of Tennessee,

Fraser E. West, a citizen of Nevada.

Edwin B. Wheeler, a citizen of New York.

Robert D. Wilt, a citizen of Pennsylvania.

Earl K. Yost, Jr., a citizen of Oklahoma.

Charles T. Young III, a citizen of New York.

CONFIRMATIONS

Executive nominations confirmed by
the Senate October 20 (legislative day of
October 16), 1941:

Navy DEPARTMENT

Capt. Ezra G. Allen to be Director of the
Budget and Reports with the rank of rear
admiral for a term of 3 years.

CoasT GUARD OF THE UNITED STATES

Capt. Lloyd T. Chalker to be Assistant Com-
mandant with the rank of rear admiral, for a
period of 4 years, to rank as such from Jan-
uary 1, 1942,

CoasT AND GEODETIC SURVEY

TO BE HYDROGRAPHIC AND GEODETIC ENGINEER

(WITH RELATIVE RANK OF LIEUTENANT IN THE

NAVY)

Ector B. Latham
TO BE HYDROGRAPHIC AND GEODETIC ENGINEER

(WITH RELATIVE RANK OF LIEUTENANT, JUNIOR

GRADE, IN THE NAVY)

Emmett H. Sheridan

TO BE AIDES (WITH RELATIVE RANK OF ENSIGN IN
THE NAVY)
William B. Page
Norman Porter
POSTMASTERS
ALABAMA
Cly T. Smith, Bay Minette.
Marcus Andrew Straughn, Repton,
Joseph A. Brittain, Roancke.
ARIZANSAS
Horace G. Boyd, McGehee,

CALIFORNIA
Ernest M. Carsten, Camino,
Max Lynn Green, Glendale,
Harry R. Wendelken, Idyllwild.
Edwin C. Halverson, Lynwood.
Chester P. Dunning, Porterville.
Morgan J. Eavanagh, Trona.

CONNECTICUT

William H. Ryan, Newington,
Audore O. Barnaby, Simsbury.

FLORIDA
Maurice G. Langford, Lake Butler.
GEORGIA
Claude M. Swain, Norwood.
ILLINOIS
Joseph L, Langan, Odell,
I0WA
Aaron R. Bohnenkamp, Breda,
KANSAS
Treva E. Peters, Valley Center,
MARYLAND
Gerard G. Brockmeyer, Severna Park.
MICHIGAN

Lee C. Sellers, Port Huron.
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MINNESOTA
Alvin 8. Steen, Clinton.

MISSISSIPPT

Atlas M. Avery, Purvis.

Hershel Loamma Lott, Seminary.,
MISSOURI

Egbert F. Arnold, Lewistown.

NEBRASEKA
Clyd Calder, Utica.

NEW MEXICO
Mary Y. Ray, Roy.

NEW YOREK
David B. McLaughlin, East Syracuse,
Frances A, Howland, Leonardsville,

Arthur C. Moyer, Phoenix.
Cornelius J. Nugent, Syracuse.

NORTH CAROLINA
Helen B. McColman, Gibson.

OKLAHOMA
Alvin Scott Bradshaw, Skiatook.

VIRGINIA
Mr, Olive Matthew Sisson, Quantico,

WISCONSIN
Thomas N. Gretz, Cleveland.

1

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
Monpay, Ocroger 20, 1941

The House met at 12 o’clock noon and
was called to order by the Speaker.

The Chaplain, Rev. James 8Shera
‘Montgomery, D. D., offered the follow-
ing prayer:

Eternal God, our Father, unveil to us
the secret of the divine purpose for
humanity with its yearnings upward and
unfathomless needs. If our loyalty has
swerved from the majestic mission of
Him who is the inspiration and genius
of human salvation, forgive us. Im-
merse our cramped spirits in the teach-
ing of our Saviour, and in the power of
a triumphant faith may we live and toil.
From underbeating doubts that may
brood over us and from partial glimpses
of broken lights do Thou deliver us. We
praise Thee for the tides of love and
wisdom which flow from the heart of the
living God; Oh, that men would praise
Him for His goodness and for His won-
derful works to the children of men.
Oh, bid us to exult and rejoice in the
strength of our Lord.

We linger with loving thoughts upon
the gentle one who has been laid low.
With a brotherly and quiet grace that
murmured with his presence he nobly
did his part to the end. He sought with
no barren desire to mold his character
into the likeness of our Saviour with the
treasure of a faith that comforts and in-
spires unfo the last; after suffering
comes peace, and after earth comes
heaven. Be Thou the comfort and sup-
port of the broken circle. In the name
of our Redeemer. Amen,

The Journal of the proceedings of
Friday, October 17, 1941, was read and
approved.

BUSINESS IN ORDER TOMORROW

Mr. McCORMACE. Mr. Speaker, I
ask unanimous consent that business in
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order today be transferred to tomorrow,
which includes consideration of bills on
the Consent Calendar and the District-
day business and such suspensions as
the Speaker desires to recognize. I un-
derstand there is one bill.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to
the request of the gentleman from Mas-
sachusetts [Mr. McCormMACK]?

There was no objection.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE

By unanimous consent, leave of absence
was granted to Mr, L. MENDEL Rivers, for
2 weeks on account of official business.

THE LATE LAWRENCE J. CONNERY

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, it is
my sad duty to announce to the House
the death on Sunday morning, October
19, of one of our most beloved Members,
our late friend and colleague, LAWRENCE
J. ConnErY, of Massachusetts. His pass-
ing is a great shock to all of us. Itisa
personal shock and loss to me, as we
were very close friends.

It is impossible for me to express in
words the deep feeling of regret that 1
entertain in the passing on of our late
colleague and beloved friend. It is also
impossible for me to express the pro-
found feelings of sympathy I entertain
for Mrs. Connery and his child, who
survive him,

Those of us who served in this body a
little over 4 years ago remember well, in
fact we will never forget, the fine, lov-
able, genial, and able Billy Connery, late
brother of Larry ConNErRY, and Billy's
sad, unexpected death. Billy Connery
was loved by all of his colleagues. His
brother, our late colleague, who was his
secretary, succeeded him and has served
in this body since.

Larry CoNNERY endeared himself to all
of his colleagues just the same as his late
brother did. His fine outlook on life,
his love for his fellow men, his tolerance,
and his devotion to duty aroused and
commanded the respect of all of his col-
leagues. He leaves with us as a result
of our association with him a memory of
fine character, of high purpose, and of
friendship that you and I who served
with him will never forget. The fine life
he led and his nobility of character and
purpose will constitute a great source of
consolation to his widow and in later
years to his child.

Well might it be said of our late friend,
““His life is an example for all to follow.”
Our late colleague was an outstanding
Member of the Congress, a great Ameri-
can, a courageous soldier. He devoted
his energies in times of peace or in the
dangers of war always in the best in-
terests of our country. He lived up to the
spiritual truths he believed in, leading a
beautiful spiritual life, tolerant always
of the religious views of all others.

Our late friend not only respected but
he had a strong feeling of affection for
every Member oi this body. Every Mem-
ber felt the same way toward him. I
know of no Member with whom I served
who had a stronger feeling of humble
pride of his membership in this body or
of love for the Congress of the United
States than did our late friend and col-
league. In life LaArRRYy CONNERY made a
strong, favorable imprint upon the minds
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of all who had the honor to know him.
In death that imprint becomes a memory
that will always remain with us. His
death is a great loss to this body, to the
Nation, the State, and the constituency
he so devotedly served. It is an irrep-
arable loss to Mrs., Connery and his child,
and our deepest sympathy is extended to
them. .

Mr. Speaker, I yield to the distin-
guished minority leader, the gentleman
from Massachusetts [Mr. MarTIN].

Mr. MARTIN of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, in the death of Larry CONNERY
the country has lost a fine public servant
and we in the House a colleague whom
we greatly admired and respected. I
have lost a personal friend whom I have
known for a good many years. To know
Larry CONNERY wWas to love and respect
him. He was a high type of an Ameri-
can citizen; a man of sterling convictions
and one who could be steadfast in sup-
port of those convictions.

His warm heart beat for his fellow
countrymen and his great talent was de-
voted in behalf of the workers and the
unfortunates of our country. He hoped
through his efforts to bring a little more
sunshine into their life.

The career of our beloved colleague
was devoted like that of his brilliant
brother predecessor was devoted to the
public service. He served his country in
military arms and was an active par-
ticipant of many of the major battles
of the first World War., He sacrificed
and suffered that Americanism should be
perpetuated. In later life he served his
country in legislative work. In both
careers he served with great distinction
and credit to his district, his State, his
country, as well as to himself and his
family.

The death of Larry CoONNERY causes
us to pause for a moment to pay tribute
to a useful life. As he responds to the
heavenly call we are sure he will receive
the reward which comes from a well-
spent life. Today we who were his
friends and who loved him say, “Well
done, thou good and faithful servant.”

Mr., McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. HEALEY].

Mr. HEALEY. Mr. Speaker, The
House foday is meeting on an occasion
of great sadness. All of us have been
greatly affected and shocked and sad-
dened by the sudden and untimely pass-
ing of our friend and colleague, Hon.
LawreNcE J. ConnNErY. He succeeded his
illustrious brother, the late William P.
Connery, as the Representative of the
Seventh Massachusetts District.

Accustomed as this House is to rapid
and unexpected happenings in these
tumultuous days, the sudden death of
this young man is a blow which has
fallen very heavily upon us all. Most of
us remember with great affection the late
Billy Connery. We remember his ani-
mated and lovable personality and the
vigorous and energetic manner in which
he pursued his duties here, yet full of
good cheer and infectious humor.

When the Democratic Party took over
the organization of this House in 1932,
Billy Connery succeeded to the chair-
manship of the Committee on Labor and
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thereupon assumed the most onerous
duties in a field fraught with controversy.
He gave to his task unsparingly of his
energy and ability. I believe it can be
said without exaggeration that Billy
Connery literally gave his life to the
service of his fellow human beings, and
particularly to the toilers of this Nation,
whose lot he strove to better by the type
of legislation he proposed and worked for
in the Congress of the United States.

There was a striking parallel in the
lives of these brothers. Both of them
served with distinction and valor in the
World War, being members of the
Twenty-sixth Division, which saw action
in every major engagement in which the
forces of this country took part during
the World War. Billy was elected to the
Congress, and Larry became his secre-
tary. Larry’s personality was somewhat
different from Billy’s. Larry was very
unassuming and self-effacing, modest,
and diffident, but both had many of the
same characteristics and sterling quali-
ties. Both radiated warm friendship for
their colleagues and other persons with
whom life brought them in contact.
Both of them had that same burning
zeal to be of service to mankind. They
were ruggedly honest and sincere and
possessed a high moral integrity.

Larry followed in the footsteps of
his famous brother as a member of the
Committee on Labor. He brought to that
committee the same liberal philosophy
and sympathetic understanding of hu-
man problems pessessed by his brother,
and a fealty and devotion to the duties
of the committee.

Today it is the fervent prayer of all of
his colleagues that these two brothers,
who had such a beautiful comradeship
in life, have been united, and that that
friendship and that comradeship may be
perpetuated in eternity.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. TREADWAY].

Mr. TREADWAY. Mr. Speaker, I very
seldom have had a more sudden shock
than I sustained yesterday morning. I
was waiking toward the Capltol and no-
ticed our flags at haif mast. In entering
the Office Building I inquired cf the guard
in whose honor and memory the flags
were displayed «t half mast, and was in-
formed that it was our colleague from
Massachusetts, LAWRENCE CONNERY.
You can imagine my astonishment and
surprise at hearing of his sudden depar-
ture, having seen Larry here within a
very few days.

My asscciates from Massachusetts have
amply referred to his skill and his ability
as a soldier, a legislator, and as a man,
It seems only yesterday that we were
mourning the death of Billy Connery, and
now to think that Larry has joined him,
as my colleague just mentioned, in eter-
nal life, is certainly a tremendous shock
to all of us.

We do not need at this time to eulogize
Billy Connery. Those of us who served
with him have him fresh in our memories.
Neither do we need to eulogize LarRry
ConNERY, except to place a wreath at his
grave and utter a prayer for his eternal
salvation. Two brothers serving together
as soldiers and as patriotic citizens and
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public servants have made their record in
the great book of life, and we may feel
confident will be eternal companions.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr. Caseyl.

Mr. CASEY of Massachusetts. Mr,
Speaker, once more the hand of death
has reached our body and taken from us
a man in his forties, in the prime of life.
It seems that this has been happening
with such frequency of late that it has
been almost like the falling of leaves in
autumn. Of course, the pace is rapid and
the pace is swift. We in public life know
that we are living in a time of stress and
strain and emotionalism. It is an exact-
ing task.

Larry CONNERY never was a showman
but was always a hard worker, working
for the weifare of an active constituency;
and working on all these great public
issues that confront us he has given his
life as a sacrifice in the service of his
country, just as if it were on the field of
battle.

Larry ConnNERY and Billy Connery were
brothers. I do not know of any more
beautiful friendship or any more beauti-
ful example of brotherly love then that
between Larry and Billy Connery.

Billy was the older by a few years.
They were inseparable in childhood and
as young men. When the war broke out
Billy joined, and admonished Larry that
he ought to stay home to lock after
things, but Larry, against his admonition,
wishing to be by the sicde of his brother,
also joined, and together they went
through 19 months of service on the bat-
tlefields of France.

When Billy was elected to Congess
Larry came down here as his secretary.
He worked side by side with him on the
problems of labor, which were near to
their hearts. When Billy died, Larry
succeeded him and took over on the Com-
mittee on Labor,

It is a beautiful thing to contemplate
the great love and the great friendship
that existed between these two brothers.

We are born; we die. In between there
is a brief span we call life. During that
life we are generous, we are good, we are
sublime, when we are so; but we are
mean, petty, and small when we are so.
We only hope that the good we do will
far outbalance the bad.

Larry CoNNERY was an exception to the
general rule. He was always good. He
was in truth a lovable character, always
kindly and considerate. He was an hcn-
est and clean man. Both he and Billy
were a great credit to the mother and
father who bore them. LaARRY CONNERY'S
wholesome influence for good will be
missed by his constituents, and will be
sorely missed by those of us who knew
him and loved him.

Human capacity to assuage grief or
soothe a sorrow stands pitifully ineffec-
tive in the face of such a great loss. This
beautiful tribute to the memory of Larry
ConNNERY given in the House of Repre-
sentatives of the United States by his
fellow public servants who hail from
North, South, East, and West of this vast
country will, when time has tempered
grief, be a source of comfort and great
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pride to his mother, his sisters, his widow,
and his son.

It will be, particularly with reference
to his young son, Billy Connery, a legacy
more valuable than gold. The proof, if
there needs be eny, that he bears the
name of an uncle beloved and respected
by all who knew him and that from his
father descends to him a reputation fine
and unblemished.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
yield to the gentlewoman from Massa-
chusetts [Mrs. RoGErs].

Mrs. ROGERS of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, our hearts are saddened by the
sudden passing of LAWRENCE J. CONNERY.
His loss is very great. It is a great per-
sonal loss to me: our congressional dis-
tricts adjoined, and the family are old
and beloved friends. He was a gentle,
kindly man, a true friend, and an able
and conscientious worker. Highly reli-
gious, he led a beautiful and spiritual life.
He was a noble character and set a splen-
did example.

Larry CoNNERY “picked up the guidon”
when his brother, William P, Connery,
died. He carried on the fine record of
service for the underprivileged his brother
had established. It was natural that he
did so, for the brothers had been together
all of their lives, in business, in war, and
in politics. During the World War these
brothers served in the same regiment,
Billy a color sergeant, Larry a commis-
cicned officer. Their military record was
gellant and outstanding. They sew serv-
ice on 5 active fronts in France and par-
ticipated in mere then 25 battles. After
the armistice, when the elder brother
came to Congress, Larry accompanied
him as his secretary and succeeded him
when he passed away on June 15, 1937.
In carrying on his brother’s work Larry
always tried to do what he thought Billy
would Iike. He held it to be a sacred
trust. The affecticn of these two was not
bircken by the death of one; rather, it was
strengthened. His loyalty and devotion
to his mother during her lifetime was
outstanding and one of the most beauti-
ful things those who knew him had ever
seen.

Massachusetts and the Nation will
deeply mourn his passing, He had a host
of friends who held him in the highest
regard. We who knew him so well and
who appreciated his fine qualities join to-
gether in a bond of sympathy to comfort
his lovely widow and young son in their
hour of sorrow. They were a devoted
and happy family,

We shall miss Larry CONNERY more
than we can sey, but his sterling charac-
ter and noble traits will always be re-
membered and treasured by those who
knew him. He gave his life in the service
of his country. A great soldier and pa-
trict has gone to his reward.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts [Mr, ELior].

Mr. ELIOT of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, among the many happy mem-
ories we will have of LAWRENCE CONNERY,
I want to mention only two. First, as a
part of that great gift of friendship which
has been mentioned here today, there was
his unusual simple, sympathetic, and un-
derstanding respect for the opinions, the
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sincere opinions of others, whether or not
he agreed with them. Second, I have
known no man whose life was more
brightened or who was more sustained
through sorrow than was LARRY CONNERY
through his very deep and abiding faith
in God.

I find it impossible to express my own
personal feelings except, perhaps, to sum
them up and sum up the feelings of many
of us here by saying that we feel we have
lost a real friend.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Pennsylvania
[Mr. BOLAND].

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, it is truly
with sadness that I voice this expression
of sorrow in the passing of the late LARRY
Connery., I enjoyed a personal friend-
ship with both him and his brother.
Words cannot express the deep feeling
of sorrow that is within me this morning.
The State of Massachusetts has lost a
wonderful Representative. His constitu-
ency will miss him. He was one of the
outstending friends in this Congress of
the underprivileged in this counfry. He
was 2 gentleman who possessed outstand-
ing character and ability. His genial dis-
position commanded respect from all who
knew him. I shall surely always recall
LArry ConNErRY's attitude here in this
House and I am sure tha people of Massa-
chucetts will have many fond memories
of his activity here in this bedy and his
family will have these same memories
throughout the rest of their lives. I feel
Very, very sorry over his passing.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Missouri
[Mr. COCHRAN].

Mr. COCHRAN. Mr, Speaker, words
cannot express my sorrow this morning.
Again we are reminded of the terrible
strain under which we labor as death
continues its heavy toll among Members
of Congress. Strong, pure, and noble, our
deceased colleague, LAWRENCE J. CoN-
NERY, who died so suddenly, was my close
personal friend since the day he came
to Washington as the secretery to his
brother Billy. He possesced that same
desire to serve gs his brother, whom he
succeeded in this body. Our offices ad-
joined for meny yeers and naturally we
cresced each other’s path daily. Well do
I recall when both Larry and Billy decided
to study law. After discharging their ob-
ligations to their constituents they read
law in their office late into the night,
and how happy they were when they
were admitted to the bar.

Fair to all, still Larry CONNERY was
always the champion of the underprivi-
leged—those less fortunate in life. As I
knelt in the litile chapel across the river
this morning it was hard for me to realize
my friend hed gone to a better world.
He has, for he was one who loved and
practiced his religion.

Mr. Speaker, a devoted husband and
father has passed away; his district and
State have lest an outstanding Repre-
sentative, the Nation a loyal and patri-
otic servant, and I a companion whose
friendship I will always cherish.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from West Vir=-
ginia [Mr. RANDOLPH].
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Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. Speaker,
I gave a tramp from my scanty store a
wealth of gold.
He spent the shining ore and then returned
again and still again,
Btill cold and hungry as before.
I gave a thought, and from that thought of

mine
He found himself the man he was, supreme,
divine.
And now, fed, clothed, and crowned with
blessings manifold, he begs no mdare,

These lines of the poet, which I quote
only from memory, are particularly fit-
ting as today we meet to mourn the
passing of Larry CoNNERY. We reflect
rightly upon the fine qualities of his
character and upon the genuine acts of
his duties as a Member of this body.

It was my privilege to be associated
with him. I visited the congressional
district which he had the honor to repre-
sent. I knew him when he was secre-
tary to his brother. In their home town
by my contacts with their fellows I came
to understand that here were two gentle-
men, joined in brotherhood, who gave
not money to those with whom they
came in contact, because they had not
that to give. They, however, gave in
full measure those splendid traits within
them both, which were recognized over
such a periocd of years as to cause both
Billy and then Larry, to serve with dis-
tinction in the House of Representatives.

As a member of the Committee on
Labor I sat during the sessions close be-
side LARrRY ConneryY. I understcod the
depth of his feelings for those lecs fortu-
nate .lan himself, and this, ofttimes,
was translated into legislative proposals
which have received approval by our
colleagues. A fine Member of this body
is gone. We shall deeply miecs him.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield now to the gentleman from Massa-
chusetts [Mr. BaTes]l.

Mr. BATES of Massachusetts. Mr.
Speaker, as the relentless days sweep into
the silent past, so must all men join the
quiet company who rest peacefully in the
everlasting shadows. Notwithstanding
this realization, the death of a close
friend is a great shock, and the passing
of my colleague, the Honorable LAWRENCE
J. CoNNERY, brings sincere sorrow and a
great personal loss.

It was my rare privilege to be associ-
ated with his family for many years. He
followed in the foctsieps of his famous
brother, William J., and both Larry
and Bill were descended from a father
who gave generously of his life to the
public service.

The sons had courage and ambition
which carried them far in the field of
service to their country both in time of
war and peace. Larry was not only
my friend but a neighbor as well, and as
a Member of Congress he represented
ward 4 of my home city of Salem, Mass.,
and where he endeared himself to a host
of friends by the charm of his genial
nature. In the House of Representatives
his collezgues knew him for his high de-
votion to duty. He was courteous, af-
fable, and gentlemanly at all times, and
all of us admired him for his sincerity,
fine sense of humor, and rugged hon-
esty. He was an experienced legislator,
who could think questions through, and
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who voted his convictions for the henefit
of the Nation as well as for the interest
of his State.

Larry's fine record on the Mexican
border in 1916 with the Massachusetts
National Guard and during the World
War in France for 19 months with the
One Hundred and First Infantry Regi-
ment of the Yankee Division bespeaks of
his patriotism and love for his country.
In war or in peace, he was faithful to
every trust, conscientious in the perform-
ance of every duty, and at all times did
what his best judgment told him was
right for those whom he sought to serve.

The greatest measure of devotion that
any man can show for his country is to
die for it in its service. So history will
record in the life of our beloved colleague,
1t is to be deeply regretted that his workk
in this House of Representatives was of
such short duration.

His friendship will remain a precious
legacy to those of us who had the privi-
lege of knowing him. He leaves with all
a memory that will glow brightly against
the background of fading years.

Mr. McCORMACEK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield now to the gentleman from Georgia
[Mr. Cox].

Mr. COX. Mr. Speaker, in thought
and deed and in heart and soul our de-
parted friend was just the kind of man
that a fond and devoted father might well
wish his son to be.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. STEARNS].

Mr. STEARNS of New Hampshire. Mr.
Speaker, like all his friends, I have been
profoundly shocked by the news of the
passing of LAwpENCE CONNERY. Begin-
ning his Wushington life as secretary to
his hrother, the late Representative Wil-
liam P. Connery, Jr., the experience thus
gained fitted him to continue his services
to his district as that brother’s successor.
Througnout the life now untimely cut
short he was a devoted and self-sacrific-
ing public servant and a true Christian
gentleman.

His neighbors in New Hampshire join
with his colleagues from Massachusetts,
and, indeed, with all who knew him, in
mourning his loss, and in extending to
his family the expression of their deepest
sympathy.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
now yield to the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. JARMAN].

Mr. JARMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have
never during my service in this body risen
to my feet with a more profound feeling
of sadness and sorrow and bereavement
than I do today, because I so whole-
heartedly share the tremenrdous feeling
of shock and grief which is entertained
by all whose privilege it was to know and
serve here with the distinguished gentle-
man from Massachusetts, Hon. LAWRENCE
J. ConnERY, whose life has been cut short
in the flower of its fulfillment. This
House, the State of Massachusetts, the
Seventh District of Massachusetts have
suffered an irreparable loss. The time is
not near when his place will be filled ade=-
quately, if ever. I think we learn in this
body to know our colleagues best through
our service with them upon committees.

- The more active the committee, generally



1941

speaking, the better do we learn to know
them. Furthermore, the smaller the
committee, provided it is active, the more
thoroughly acquainted with them do we
become. It was my lot and privilege to
serve for nearly 2 years on one of the
smallest committees of the House, al-
though a rather active one, with LarRry
Connery. That service brought me a
close knowledge of the fine character of
the man wkich I do not believe I could
ever have gained otherwise. That inti-
mate association caused me to know his
innermost thoughts, his fine characteris-
ties, his sterling character, anc his great
courage. It caused me to appreciate him
as I otherwise probably never could have
done, as a brave soldier, an industrious
public servant, an able statesman, a
charming gentleman, and a lovable and
devoted friend. Such, my colleagues, is
our loss today. While he is gone, not only
is he not forgotten but he never will be.
On the other hand, I feel very confident
that his fine infiuence will be felt in this
body so long as any of us who were privi-
leged to serve with him remain here.
Mas God bless and keep his greatly be-
reaved ones, to whom, as you know, he
was so thoroughly devoted.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from California
[Mr. ERAMER].

Mr. ERAMER. Mr. Speaker, my heart
was saddened yesterday morning when I
heard of the passing of our dear, devoted
friend and colleague, LARRY CONNERY.

Like his brotuer, Billy Connery, his
death was sudden. When he came to the
House, succeeeding his brother Bill, he
immediately came to the Committee on
Patents. I have served with him during
the years of his term in the House. He
was very devoted to the work. He was
conscientious. He was loyal in his every
undertaking., During the time he served
with me on the committee there was
never a time when I asked Larry to ac-
cept a responsibility but what he was
always willing and always served every
purpose well.

The people of his district at Lynn,
Mass., have again lost a very faithful
public servant. The House of Repre-
sentatives will miss that great friendship
which he has made during his stay here.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr, Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania [Mr. VAN Zawptl.

Mr. VAN ZANDT. Mr. Speaker, the
sudden death of our esteemed colleague,
LAwRENCE J. CONNERY, removes from our
midst one of the best-loved Members of
Congress.

Last evening when I learned by radio
that the great soul of LarRRY CONNERY
had taken its homeward flight I was
overcome with emotion, and I realized
his passing was a personal loss to me and
marked the end of a useful and active
life. Larry, as he was affectionately
known to all of us, succeeded his distin-
guished brother, the Honorable William
Connery, long a Member of this House,
and whose sudden passing was univer-
sally mourned. Larry CONNERY proved
an able successor to his illustrious
brother, and his sincere devotion to his
congressional duties won him the respect
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and confidence of not only his own con-
stituents but of the entire membership of
this House.

Billy and Larry CoNNERY both served
their country during the World War and
spent many months overseas as members
of the famous Twenty-sixth Yankee Di-
vision. The veterans of the United
States had no greater friends in Con-
gress than the Connery brothers, and
when Billy was summoned home Larry
continued his brilliant efforts to guaran-
tee that the disabled veteran, his widow,
and orphan might receive their just due
from a grateful government.

In paying tribute to the memory of
Larry CoNNERY I speak not alone as a
Member of Congress but from first-hand
observation as one actively identified
with organized veterandom. The veter-
ans of the United States have sustained
a distinet loss in the death of Larry Con-
NERY, and his sudden death will be uni-
versally mourned by his comrades of
1917-18.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from California
[Mr. Leal.

Mr. LEA. Mr. Speaker, in a few
words I join with those who have
spoken words of appreciative tribute to
our late colleague, LAWRENCE CONNERY.
As an individual he was fine, lovable, and
manly. No man in this House or in all
of his broad circle of friends could call
him friend without happiness and pride
in the thought. As a Member of this
body Le was earnest, faithful, consider-
ate, and zealous. Those who knew him
well, as many in this House did, will long
cherish his memory with affection and
with a degree of happiness that it was
their privilege to be his friend and col-
league.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Connecticut
[Mr. FITZGERALD].

Mr. FITZGERALD. Mr. Speaker, it is
with a great sense of emotion this morn-
ing that I rise to pay tribute to the late
Larry ConnERY. I met this fine man in
the Seventy-fifth Congress and served
with him on the Committee on Labor
and Education. It was a great shock to
me yesterday to learn of his death. I
have always admired and loved him for
the great virtues that he possessed, for
his fine character, his love, devotion, and
loyalty to those he served.

My prayer this morning is that God

1 will be merciful to him and that His

Blessed Mother will comfort his loved
ones now in their hour of deepest sor-
row. :

Mr. McKEOUGH. Mr. Speaker, I rise
with considerable sadness because of the
sudden passing of our friend from Mas-
sachusetts, LaArRrY CONNERY,

The words of an old philosopher I
think best describe the life of Larry CoN-
NERY. Those words I think inspired and
encompassed his every thought, word,
and action during his earthly life. Those
words are:

To smile at trials which fret and fag,
And not to murmur, nor to lag.
The test of greatness is the way
One meets the eternal everyday.

The gentlewoman from Massachusetts *
truthfully spoke of his fervor in his re-
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ligious belief and practice. Larry Con-
NERY was a crusader in the interest of
justice, truth, and charity. He came to
this body, as did his brother before him,
well-grounded in the philosophy of
Christian liberal idealism. He never
swerved from its principles. Political ex-
pediency never influenced his utterances
or actions.

The people of Massachusetts and par-
ticularly his home district will, I know, as
they did in the passing of his illustrious
brother, Billy, fully realize that they have
lost not only a great legislator but a great
American, and a true friend. And to
his wife and his infant son I express on
behalf of the delegation from the city
of Chicago our profound sympathy; and
I prayerfully ask a kindly Judge to grant
eternal rest to his immortal soul.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
yield to the gentleman from Michigan
[Mr. RaBsaur].

Mr. RABAUT. Mr. Speaker, LARRY
ConnERY came to this body with a song in
his heart. he came here with a hymn in
his soul, he came here with a certain look
on his face that told the innermost
thoughts of the man. LARrRY CONNERY
so conducted himself in this body, in his
soclal affairs, and in his contacts with his
friends that he ever emanated to those
with whom he associated the fact that
he seemed to understand the old admon-
itory question of St. Matthew:

For what doth it profit a man, if he gain

the whole world and suffer the loss of his
own soul?

Larry ConNERY Will be missed in this
body, and I pray today that God may
assuage the grief which his passing has
brought to his loved ones.

Mr. McCORMACK. Mr. Speaker, I
offer the following resolution, and ask its
immediate consideration.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That the House has heard with
profound sorrow of the death of Hon.
LAwRENCE J. CONNERY, a Representative from
the State of Massachusetts,

Resolved, That a committee of four Mem-
bers of the House with such Members of the
Senate as may be joined be appointed to at-
tend the funeral.

Resclveu, That the Sergeant at Arms of the
House be authorized and directed to take
such steps as may be necessary for carrying
out the provision of these resolutions and
that the necessary expenses in connection
therewith be paid out of the contingent fund
of the House.

Resolved, That the Clerk communicate
these resolutions to the Senate and transmit
a copy thereof to the family of the deceased.

The resolution was agreed to.

The SFEAKER. The Chair appoints
the following Members of the House to
attend the funeral: Messrs. HEALEY,
Casey of Massachusetts, EL1or of Massa-
chusetts, and Bates of Massachusetts.

ADJOURNMENT

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report
the remainder of the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows:

Resolved, That as a further mark of respect
the House do ncw adjourn.

The resolution was agreed to; accord-
ingly (at 12 o’clock and 54 minutes p. m.)
the House adjourned until tomorrow,
Tuesday, October 21, 1941, at 12 o’clock
noon,
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COMMITTEE HEARINGS

CoMMITTEE ON INTERSTATE AND FOREIGN
COMMERCE

There will be a meeting of the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce, at 10 a. m., Tuesday, October 21,
1941, io hold hearings on H. R. 3984—
amending Railroad Retirement Act.

There will be a meeting of the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
at 10 a. m., Tuesday, October 28, 1941, to
begin hearings on proposed amendments
to Securities Act, 1933, and Stock Ex-
change Act, 1934.

COMMITTEE ON THE MERCHANT MARINE AND
FISHERIES

The Committee on the Merchant Ma-
rine and Fisheries will continue public
hearings on Thursday, October 23, 1941,
at 10 a. m., on H. R. 3254, to safeguard
and protect further the lives of fishermen
at sea and to place fishing boats under
the supervision of the Depariment of
Commerce, Bureau of Marine Inspection
and Navigation, and for other purposes.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, ETC.

Under clause 2 of rule XXIV, executive
communications were taken from the
Speaker’s table and referred as follows:

1001. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a report of contracts awarded
under the act of March 5, 1940; to the Com-
mittee on Military Affairs.

1002. A letter from the Administrator, Fed-
eral Security Agency, transmitting a draft of
a joint resolution establishing ihe Robert
Fechner memorial fund; to the Committee
on Labor.

1003. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a draft of a proposed bill to
amend the Canal Zone Code o0 as to provide
for control of photographing, possession of
cameras, etc., in areas of the Canal Zone; to
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisherles.

1004. A letter from the Acting Secretary
of the Interlor, transmitting a draft of a
proposed bill for the relief of Willard R, Cen-
terwall, formerly superintendent and special
disbursing agent at the Tongue River Indian
Agency; to the Committee on Claims,

1005. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of Engl-
neers, United States Army, d ted July 17,
1941, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers on reexamination of Ni-
agara River, N. Y., with a view to improve-
me>t from its mouth to Youngstown, N. ¥,
requested by resolution of the Committee on
Rivers and Harbors, House cf Representa=-
tives, adopted April 17, 1940; to the Com-
mittee on Rivers and Harbors.

1008. A letter from the Secretary of War,
transmitting a letter from the Chief of En-
gineers, United States Army, dated July 25,
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1941, submitting a report, together with ac-
companying papers, on reexamination of
Farm Creek, Md., requested by resolution of
the Committee on Rivers and Harbors,
adopted August 28, 1940; to the Committee
on Rivers and Harbors.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC
BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of
committees were delivered to the Clerk
for printing and reference to the proper
calendar, as follows:

Mr. RAMSPECK: Committee on the Civil
Service, H.R. 3487. A bill to amend further
the Civil Bervice Retirement Act, approved
May 29, 1930, as amended; with amendment
(Rept. No. 1285). Referred to the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, public
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr DICESTEIN: .

H.R.5870. A hill to amend section 24 of
the Immigration Act of February 5, 1917; to
the Committee on Immigration and Naturali-
zation.

By Mr. MOTT:

H.R.5871. A bill providing for a prelimi-
nary examination and survey of Alsea Bay,
Oreg., with a view to constructing a harbor
of refuge; to the Committee on Rivers and
Harbors.
By Mr. SCHULTE:

H.R.5872. A bill to grant permission for
the erection in the District of Columbia of a
suitable statue of Alexander Fell Whitney; to
the Committee on the Library.

MEMORIALS

Under clause 3 of rule XXII, memorials
were presented and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER: Memorial of the Legisla-
ture of the Territory of Hawall, requesting
the Congress of the United States to appro-
priate and make available the sum of $2,000,~
000 for the acquisition of essential material
and supplies for use during the defense period
when called; to the Committee on Appro-
priations.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private
bills and resolutions were introduced and
severally referred as follows:

By Mr. LANHAM:

H.R.5873. A bill relative to the military
record of Charles C. Rascoe, deceased; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. MOTT:

H.R.5874. A bill for the relief of Julia A. 8.
O'Brien; to the Committee on World War
Veterans' Legislation.
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PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of rule XXII, petitions
and papers were laid on the Clerk’s desk
and referred as follows:

1916. By Mr. McGREGOR: Petition of Mrs.
Clayton Mayer, president, Woman’s Society
of Christian Service of the Methodist Church,
Shelby, Ohio, and other officers and mem-
bers of the organization, urging the enact-
ment of Senate bill 860, to provide for the
common defense in relation to the sale of
alcoholic liguors to the members of the land
rnd naval forces of the United States, and
for the suppression of vice in the vicinity of
military camps and naval establishments; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

1917. By Miss RANKIN of Montana: Peti=
tion of Carl Johnson and 73 other residents
of Ravalli County, Mont., protesting against
the ruling of Mr. McNutt, Federal Security
Administrator, permitting oleomargarine to
be colored, ete., to resemble butter, and to be
sold on the market in imitation of butter,
and requesting an investigation thereof; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

1818. By Mr. SHAFER of Michigan: Resolu-
tion of the Kalamazoo Post, No. 332, Ameri-
can Legion, protesting against the ruling of
the War Department returning to inactive
status all National Guard officers who have
reached the naximum age limit prescribed
for officers of the next higher grade; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

1919. By the SPEAKER: Resolution of the
committee of the Democratic county con-
vention, Montrose, Colo., requesting consid-
cration of their resolution in reference to the
death of Hon. Edward T. Taylor; to the Com-
mittee on Memorials.

1920. Also, petition of the United Office and
Professional Workers of America, Local 186,
New York, requesting consideration of their
resolution with reference to national unity;
to the Com=ittee on the Judiciary.

1921, Also, petition of the United Broth-
erhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America,
Union No. 2018, Lakewood, N. J., requesting
consideration of their petition in regard to
House bill 1410; to the Committee on Ways
and Means.

1922, Also, petition of the Men’'s Bible Class
of the First Baptist Church of Live Oak, Fla.,
requesting consideration of their resolution
with reference to the foreign affairs of the
United States; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs,

1923. Also, petition of sundry members of
the staff of the University of California at
Los Angeles, Calif,, requesting consideration
of their petition with reference to the defeat
of Hitlerlsm; to the Committee on Foreign
Affairs.

1024. Also, petition of the Anacortes Gen=-
eral Welfare Club, Anacortes, Wash., petition-
ing consideration of their resolution with
reference to House bill 1410; to the Com-
mittee on Ways and Means,

1925. Also, petition of the Carpenters Local
Union 67, Roxbury, Mass, petitioning con-
sideration of their resoclution with reference
to House bill 1410; to the Committee on Ways
and Means,
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